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Introduci..ion 
This paper lool~s at the devcloprnen t of the Agricultural Workers ' 
~et 1977, with a view to ascertaining how well the New Zealand 
parliamentary process responds to the pressures from different 
elements in the Government o:::- the community. 
The Agricultural Workers ' Act 1977 was a somewhat controversia l 
piece of legislation which provided for ''the improvement of 
industLial relations between agricultural workers and their employers 
and to consolidate and amend the law relating to the employment and 
the safety , health , welfal'.·e and accommodation of the agricultural 
workers." (0) 
Two of the major provisions of the Act were the recognition it gave 
to the Farm Workers' Association as having exclusive rights of 
represe ntation of certain categories of farm workers and the 
introduction of a new wage fixing procedure utilizing an Agricultural 
Tribunal for workers in the agricultural sector, replacing the former 
system whereby negotiated wage increases needed to be promulgated 
through the Minister of Labour by Order-in-Council. 
This Act had been preceded by the introduction of a bill in 1973 
which would have had the effect of bringing all agricultural workers 
under the jurisdiction of the Industria l Relations Act 1973 , and 
which did have the effect of causing the development of the Farm 
Workers ' Association , whicl1 featured prominently in the development 
of the Agricultural Workers ' Act 1977 . 
The paper is divided into five parts. Part A outline s the historical 
development of legislation dealing with the terms anJ conditions of 
employment of agricultural workers up to early 1973 . This section 
details some of the attitudes towards the agricultural sector as a 
sector quite distinct from all other industrial sectors . 
Part B outlines the introduction of the Agricultural WorkGrs ' 
Amendment Bill 1973 , detailing the events whjch caused the subsequent 
development of the Farm Worl:crs ' Association. Part C looks at the 
-2-
Lt..W LIBRARY 
N .V~R '. ITY Of ,•JCLU Gl O VICTORIA u I C V 
history of the Farm Workers' Association, in conjunction with the 
bill it helped to formulate, and describes the passage of the 
Agricultural Workers' Act 1977 through Parliament. 
Part D gives an analysis of the hill, describes the legislative 
process through which it developed, and a critique of its effect-
ivcness. Part E contains the appendices, footnotes, membership 
of and submissions made to the 1973 and 1977 Labour bills committees 
regarding the two bills, the bibliography and acknowledgements. 
-3-
Part A: Historical Deve lopment of Legislation Dealing 
with Condition~ of Employment of Agricultural 
Workers. 
1) Shearers' Accommodation Act 1898 
The first New Zealand bill to deal solely with matters pertaining 
to the conditions of employment of the agricultural sector was 
the Shearers' Accommodation A.et 1898, which provided some minimum 
standards of accormnodation for shearers. Prior to that time, the 
Factories Act 1894 had given power to factory inspectors to 
inspect, inter alia, the quality of Shearing-Sheds and Shearers' 
accommodation. 
The new bill, introduced by a private member, and taken up by the 
government, "simplified the powers that previously existed" (1) 
It made little change to the powe rs that already existed unde r 
the Factories Act, and in the eyes of the opposition merely caused 
yet another bill, and some more machinery. (2) 
2) ~gricultural Labourers Acconunodation Act 1908 
On July 10, 1907, a new bill was introduced into Parliament entitled 
the Agricultural Labourers' Accommodation Bill. It had been drafted 
along the lines of the Shearers' Accommodation Act 1898 but included 
a provision requiring farmers to supply sepa rate acconunodation 
for aliens. The government described the bill as ''not intended to 
act in a harassing manner towards the employer, but to assist the 
employee in getting the rights that were due to him'' (3). The bill 
provided for a range of accommodation needs, including tents. This 
latter cla use stimulated most of the debate for the early readings 
as oppone nts of the bill conside red t e nts to be inferior and 
iDsuJting to agricultural workers. 
The bill was supported jn princi1le by the whole House when it 
returne d for the second reading and covered all aspects of accormn-
odation, as well as providing for inspe cLors of such accommodation. 
The se were still the factory ins p e ctors of the Depa rtment of 
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Labour. It was generally acknowledged that a good standard of 
accon~odation was very necessary to ensure that workers continued 
in their employment, but that ~here were some farmers who treated 
their employees very poorly. The legislation was aimed at 
this latter category of farmers. 
The third reading was on 11 November 1907 and the Act became law 
on 1 April 1908. 
3) 1908 - 1936 
Since 1901, certain groups of agricultural workers had been 
brought under the jurisdiction of the Court of Arbitration, 
including Southland sawmill workers (1901), shearers (1902), 
flaxmill workers (1904), musters and drovers (1908), and awards 
had been made over the years covering conditions of employment 
and rates of pay for these groups. This had followed applications 
by these groups to the Court itself to come under the Court's 
jurisdiction. General farin wcrkers, however, had at that time 
never be~n subject to the jurisdiction of the Court of Arbitration. 
Three applications had in fact been made to the Court to bring 
general £arm workers under its jurisdiction - in 1908, 1919 and 
1925. In rejecting the latter application on 31 July 1925 the 
Court said: 
"There are difficulties which arc inseparable from the preparation 
of an award covering all classes of farm work. The work of a 
dairy farm is carried on under entirely different conditions from 
those under which the work of an orchardist is conductc<l. The 
conditions of work of an agricultural farm differ from those on a 
sheep station and from those on dairy farms and orchards. Then 
too, conditions vary from farm to fc:i.nn and from district ~o 
distrjct. Farm hands are employed to do one or more of several 
widely differing classes of work, and such matters as climatic 
conditions, scc1so11s, soils, crops, m~crketing and transport have 
to be scpara~c]y considered in respect of every class of farm 
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v.r.>rk in every part of the cour1try in determining the manner in 
which the work of a farm is to be carried on . " ( 4) 
4) Agricultural Workers' Act 1936 
A new bill dealing with the conditions of employment of farm 
workers was introduced on 26 August 1936, following representations 
to the governmer1t from the Farmers ' Union. New Zealand was at 
that time consolidating its economy following the Depression of 
the previous seven years. The government had earlier in the same 
year introduced the system of guaranteed prices for the dairy 
industry and consequently, the scope of the new Bill was confined 
to dairy farm workers . 
The drafting of ' the new bill was a tripartite affair , involving 
representatives of the Farmers ' Union, the Department of Labour 
and the government. No representative of the farm workers was 
invited to participa te because "there is no union in that 
industry" . ( 5 ) 
The bill was drafted in four parts . Part I dealt with administrative 
wattcrsl including the right of entry of Department of Labour facLory 
inspectors (or their agents) to farms to carry out inspections. 
Part II , dealing with accommodation, embodied all the provisions 
of the previous legislation plus additjonal onss which made for 
more ~omfortable living conditions for fa~m workers. Part III 
dealt mainly with wages and working conditions, including provisions 
for holidays - the first time holidays had been prescribed for fa rm 
workers. A minimum working age of 15 years , as well as a minimum 
wage, was introduced, and farmGrs were to be compelled to keep 
wage books. Equality with maJes for wages and working conditions 
was accorded to females. Part IV contained the rn<lchinery provisions 
to ena ble the bilJ. to function . 
Under Part III , a rate of wages was set and power was vested 
in the government to review the wage rates annualJ.y, hy way of 
Orders-in-Council . This was to develop into a cont0nLious method 
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of wage fixing as infJaLion escalated some thirty years ldter, and 
the system proved to be ctble to be drawn out by employers 
opposing any wage increase for farm workers. 
The Minister of Labou~ in introducing the bill, spoke of an 
urgent need for some Jegislation directed at regulating the 
conditions of labour on farms, and laying down the minimum 
rates of wages payable to farm labourers in New Zealand. (6) 
This was backed up by the subsequent debate during which details 
were revealed of many farm workers living and working in miserable 
conditions, with few holidays, poor wages and substandard accomm-
odation. 
The bill was debated the following day, and again a fortnight 
later on 10 September when the House went into Conunittee. The 
following day, the Standing Orders were suspended to allow the 
bill to pass through all its rema ining stages at one sitting. 
It is interesting to note some of the points made during the 
debate. One opposition member (7) mentioned that ''farmers 
generally have fought shy of being within the scope of the 
Industrial Conciliation and l\rbitration Act. When it comes to 
laying down conditions and hours of working, the farrner finds 
it very difficult to work unde~ an award. So that while we -
that is, the farmers - accept the conditions laid down jn this 
bill, we say frankly that we regard them as experimental. There 
is one important point that has not been made clear - that is, 
there is nothing to prevent fifteen dairy farm employees from 
forming a union and applying to Lhe Court for an award.'' (7) 
Mr Waite went on to say, however, that it was the understanding 
of the Farmers' Union that if an attempt were to be made by 
workers to dpply to the l\rbitraLion Court, no decisive steps 
would be taken to override the agreement arrived at with the 
Minister that had resulted in this biJl!! Already it seems 
the Industrial Conciliation and l\rbitration Act was considered 
by farmers to bo hostile to their interests. 
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The bill was passed on 11 September 1936 and the closing words 
of the deba~e indicated that females engaged on farm work were 
to be treated in the same way and paid equally as males. It 
was nearly forty years later before legislation was passed to 
provide equality of treatment for male and female employees in all 
oth2r industries. 
5) Between 193G and 1962 
The Agricultural Workers' Act 1936 made provision for extensjon 
orders to the Act to be introduced, so that the Act could cover 
more than just the dairy industry. Gradually, other groups of 
farm workers were brought in under extension orders, viz farm 
and station workers, orchardists, market gardeners and tobacco 
workers. Particularly with regard to accommodation matters it 
seems generally agreed that there was difficulty in administering 
the Act, as evidenced by parliamentary debate and submissions to the 
Labour Bills Committee in the nineteen-seventies. 
Meanwhile, on several ocassions, the New Zealand Workers' Union 
had suggested to the government that consideration should be given 
to bringing agricultural workers under the jurisdiction of t.bc 
Court of Arbitration, such a move being in line with the Court 
coverage of sawmill workers, shearers, fla 'mill workers, musterers 
and drovers. The latest recorded occasion was 1958, under a 
Labour administration. That government upheld the 1925 decisjon 
of the Court of Arbitration, feelin0 that the disadvantages of 
bringing farm workers under the Court's ac9is would outweigh the 
advantages. As negotiations for the draft 1962 bill took place, 
the ~arties involved all apparently accepted that the difficulties 
the Court would face t~ying to make an award or series of awards 
to cover farm workers would be insupcr~blc. (8) 
G) AariculturilJ Workors' Act 1962 ........i·--------
The draft Agricultural Workers' Bi.11 1962 wc1s pres~nt.ed to 
ParJjw.ment with a Messa<Jc from Lhc Governor-Gcnero.l on 9 Oct()ucr 
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1962. The messclgc, together with the Bill , Has referred to 
the Committee of tl1c Whole House. The Bill had developed as a 
result of negotiations between various groups of agricultural 
employers and the New Zealand Workers' Union late in 19GO. The 
proposals had subsaquently been submitted in April 1962 to a 
large number of interested organisations (9) all of whom had 
signified general agreement with the spirit of the Bill . 
The Bill was read a first tjme, a second timC:! "proforma ", and 
then ref erred to the Labour and Iv1ining Commit tee. 
The Bill contained five substant.ial changes from the 1936 Act . 
First , the 1962 Act would thereafter bind the Crown - the 
philosophy being that the Crown should be treated no differently 
from any other employer, be it private or public body (10). 
Second , any provisions for the acconunodation of married farm 
workers were explicitly excluded from the Act , it being felt 
that the Housing Improvement Act 1945, and local body by-laws, 
more than adequately covered the required standards (11). Third, 
the bill made prov~sion for workers even if they were employed 
for ouly one day or only a few hours. Fourth , the definitions 
of "employer " and "agricultural worker " were extended, to include 
share milkers in the former group , and sawmjllers and bush workers 
in the latter. Lastly , provision was made for the employment of 
c hildTen for up to eight hours a day . 
Debate in the House centred on two main points : the provision 
that children could be employed for up to eight hours a day, 
and the lack of provision for acco:rrunodation for married workers. 
The Opposition presented the view that there should ba limits 
on the number of weekly hours that children could work , and that 
that provision contradicted the provisions of the Factories Act. 
(This Act stipulated that no person under 15 years of age should 
be employed in a factory, that no person should work more than 
40 hours jn one week or eight hours in one day , and that no woman 
or hoy should be employed on a Sunday . ) The government defended 
the provision , by saying it was intended to enable keen city 
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youngsters to learn about farming and earn a few shiJ.lings besides , 
to help pick seasonal produce, and simply to assist farmers ; and 
that the provision legalised the existing situation . One member 
added that it was "wrong to stop people working as l ong hours as 
they wished, even if they were children. " (1 2 ) 
The lack of provision for accommodation for married workers was 
defended on the grounds that it had never been directly specified 
in legislation , and that the Housing Improvement Act gave ample 
provision for standards of housing where accorr~odation had been 
agreed to by farmer and employee as part of the conditions of 
employment . 
There was some debate on whether farm labourers should come under 
the Tndustrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act. Most of this 
debate came from government members who constantly interspersed 
the debate with attacks on the Industrial Conciliati.on and 
Arbitration Act. The Opposition, on the other hand accepted the 
status quo , and c oncentrated their efforts on attempting to ensure 
that the provj_sions of the draft bill provided the best possible 
deal for farm workers. 
Coi,1rr,ents against the premise that agricultural workers should come 
under the jurisdiction of the Court of ~rbitration included the 
c l aim that the inflexibility of the 40 hour working week ( that 
is , a 5 day week , eight hour day ) would cause prenium prices for 
farm products at difficult times e . g. for weekend milk supplies , 
and for produce at the ma rket on Mondays , due to the need for 
week0na work on farms and thus for overtime payments . (13 ) 
One memL;er reminded the House that "the relationship bett1cen the 
worker and the farmer is a personal one. For all the good l.he 
trade unjon movement bas conferred on the workers , it has to be 
remembered that the movement came into existence only through the 
growth of in(1ustry in the cities, where the personal relationship 
between empl1.)yer and employee was no longer poss iblc. " ( 14) 
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By contrast, the Opposition felt that , although most agricultural 
workers believed that 1:hey slioulc1 come under the Industrial 
Conciliation and Arbitration Act such a situation was not easy 
to achieve and thal it was perhaps not so important as it had 
been years ago when wages and conditions has lagged well behind 
other workers. Tribute was paid to the New Zealand Workers ' 
Union which had "considerably improved wages and conditions of 
employment. '' (15) Another member acknowledged that the work 
done by that union had brought little gain for the union,as 
without compulsory unionism, there was little financial support 
from farm workers in return for the union ' s efforts or. their 
behalf. (16) 
Amendme!1ts made in Committee were read into the bill on 2'7 and 
28 November , 1962 and the third reading took place on 4 
December. All thre3 readings passed without debate or any signs 
of contention . 
7) Between 1962 and 1973 
Under the 1962 Agricultural Workers' Act , cover2ge of the market 
gardening sphere was given by the New Zealand General Labourers' 
Union, while the New Zealand Workers' Union held coverage of 
orchards , vineyards and tobacco plantations. It is noteworthy that 
two of the Orders-in-Council covering these groups contained 
unquolified preference provisions requiring all workers to join 
the respective union. 
For the general farm labourer , an Order-in-Council was passed 
in 1959, and it was sixteen years before the rates set therein were 
revieued, 
The Labour Par~y continued to be concerned at the delays in 
promulgating , or sometimes reaching wage agreements, caused by lhe 
system of Orders-in-Council, and the "comparative looseness " of the 
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Agricultural Workers' Act 1962. (17) Under the Act, the agreement 
of the employers was required before the Minister of Labour could 
approve an Order-in-Council. Farmer empJoyers were naturally 
reluctant to approve wage increases "en masse" and so frequently 
refused to concur to any applications for Orders-in-Council. 
The inadequacies of the 1962 Act were later described by the 
Farm Workers' Association to have survived "mainly because of 
the absence of effective represen~ation for workers employed under 
Orders-in-Council. There were areas where no organisation had 
coverage, and other areas where farm workers had rejected those 
Unions who claimed to have coverage. This discretionary system 
has not worked well, has left workers without any power to force 
a decision, and has left final control in the hands of the Minister 
" of Labour. ( 18) 
During the 1960s the Labourers' and Workers' Unions regularly 
successfully negotiated for the updating of the Orders-in-Counci l for 
market gardeners, tobacco orchard and vineyard workers. The Workers' 
Union did try, yet again, to negotiate an Order-in-Council for 
farm workers, but insisted on specifying a preference clause and a 
40 hour week, which the farm employers rejected out-of-hand. The 
employers insisted on retaining their right to the unrestricted 
hours of work clause. This had the effect of embittering much of 
the agricultural industry against the Workers' Union. 
Early in the nineteen-seventies, the Workers' Union suffered a 
severe set back. Several of its nationa l officials were imprisoned 
for embezzlement of union funds. This not only put the union in 
severe financial straits, but also had the effect of changing the 
leadership of the union (and putting an ex-farm worker, Mr D. 
Duggan, on the executive). 
The Workers' Union then had to set about re-establishing i~self, 
with suffj_cient restructuring to avoid a recurrence of the problem, 
and to meet the urgent need to regain the trust of members. For 
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this reason , negotiations were no longer handled only by the 
national executive ; local branch executives were increasingly used . 
The principle of a 40 hour working week for ayricultural workers 
was not discarded , although lhe need for flexibility of actual 
hours worked was stressed. The general principle was accepted 
that any hours could be worked , on the basis of an ~greemcnt between 
farmer and farm worker as long as the wages were commensurate with 
the actua l hours worked; and the farm worker was not over-worked . 
Late in 19 7 2 the Labourers ' Union tried ~o obtain an award to 
bring the market garden workers under the Industrial Conci l iation 
and Arbitration Act , rather than under the Agricultural Workers ' 
Act 1962 . The application was rejected by the Arbitration Court 
in a decision which clearly specified that farm workers were not 
to come under the j urisdiction of the Arbitration Court , the system 
which had traditionally been accepted as the basis of the New 
Zealand inc1ust.rial structure . (19 ) 
Meanwhile , despite those previo11s Court of Arbitration decisions , 
in its election Manifestos of 1963, 1966 , 1969 and 1972 , 
the Labour party promised that if elected: 
"Legisliltive provision wil l be made .... 
(c ) f o r workers such as agricultural workers 
who were not covered by the I.e . and A. 
Act to come within the industr~al legis l ation " ( 20 ) 
Part B: The Agricul t.ural WorkGrs ' Amendment Bill 197 3 
The Labour party was elected lo govern at the end of 1972 , and early 
in 1973 continued the passQge of the previous government ' s Industrial 
Relations Bill. This became a controversial bill , providing for 
compulsory unionism at the direction of the Secretary of Labour , and 
for strict adherence to the 40-hour working week . Debate in the 
Ilouse was heaLcd , r ight up until lhe end of the third reading . 
It comes as no surprise , therefore , that when on September 13 , the 
A~ricultural Workers ' Amendment Bill was introduced, lhe Opposition 
were bitterly a9ainst it . 
The draft bil 1 v:as a short one, with only f,)ur clauses , de""igned 
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solely " to give effect to the Government ' s election promise 
that agricultural workers would be brougl1t within t h e c overage 
of industrial l egislation" . (21) The four clauses had origina l ly 
been inserted into the Indus~rial Relations Bill after it had 
been before the Select Co1mni ttee , but for that very reason the 
government had removed them , to introduce them subsequently 
in a spearate bill. 
As far as the government was concerned , it was essential that 
agricultural workers be treated no differently from other workers , 
especially as they already had unions representing them and 
orders-in-council to fix wages , which the government considered 
were somewhat akin to awards and agreements. (21) 
The Bill amended the Agricultural Workers ' Act 1962 to bring all 
agricultural workers within the scope of the Industrial Relations 
Act, instead o f having their terms and conditions of employment 
fixed by Order- in-Counci l under part III of the Agricultural 
Workers' Act 1962 . As it stood, the bill did not affect those 
requirewents of Part II of the 1962 Act relating to the provision 
of accommodation of agricultural workers . 
The bill comprised four clauses: clause 1 related to the Short 
Title and Commencement of the bill ; clause 2 repealed part III of 
the principal Act and substituted a new Part III ; clause 3 
contained consequential repeats , and clause 4 set out transitional 
provisions. 
There were four major changes in the new Part III . The new Section 
15 defined 'worker ' to include any agricultural worker irrespective 
of the tirnQ for which he or she was employed. Section 16 was 
redrafted to exclude those workers whose remuneration and conditions 
of employm~nt were determined under the State Services Remuneration 
and Conditions of Employment Act 1969. The new Section 17 gave a 
proposed Industrial Co~nission jurisdiction to make awards and 
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register agreements in re l ation to the employment of agricultural 
workers. The new S0ctio11 18 applied the 1973 Industrial Re l ations 
Act to agr.icultural workers and their employers, and to any unions, 
associations or societies formed by such workers or employers . 
The Opposition took issue with the possibility of a 40-hour worki.Dg 
week , and the prospect of compulsory unionism , despite being reminded 
that the qualified preference clauses in an award required the 
agreement of employers as well as employees. As soon as the bill was 
introduced , a heated debate took plac8 , the ·i::wo sides taking opposing 
v.iewpo.ints, so much so that the Speaker on several occasions 
repr imanded ~emhers for developing debate along the lines of a 
second rea ding debate, rather than as was traditional for the first 
re~ding of a bill , merely seeking classification of the bill . 
The Opposition predicted "a tremendouv protest" ( 22 ) from one end 
of the count i y to the other about farm workers coming under the 
jurisdiction of the Industrial Court; this did occur . Reports on 
wha t happe ned are somewhat conflicting . Some sources indicate 
that the Opposition members from the Tar anaki area spurred their 
farm workers into protest against the bill . Stimulation of the 
protest from Federated Farmers is not denied by representatives 
of Federated Farmers or the Farm Workers' Association . 
The bi LI was referred to Select Committee for written submissions. 
The sessions were to be open to accredited representatives of the 
m0dia. 
Meet ings were held throughout the country to protest against the 
bi ll . Various employers ' organisations conducted surveys to ascertain 
fer..!l ing towa rds the bill ( 2 3) . Small groups of farm workers forme d 
themse lves into prototype farm worker associations , and made deputations 
to their locc:.l Member of Parliament , seeking the removal of the bill. 
To provide balance, the New Zealand Workers ' Union also held meetings . 
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The Workers' Union had seen the acquisition of farm workers to 
its ranks of members a s an ideal way of assisting both itself 
and the farm workers: the Union needed funds and members to 
re-establish itself following the imprisonment of its corrupt 
officials; and the farm workers needed a union. The Workers' 
Union acknowledged that little had been done to help farm 
workers - they saw little strength in the 1962 Agricultural 
workers' Act, even if previous Union officials had wanted or 
tried to achieve anything. If farmers did not support the move 
for a new Order-in- Council, then the Union was powerless to get 
one. 
The Workers' Union, however, made a grave tactical error: as 
they moved around the country, setting up and attending meetings, 
their attitude was strongly one of "You'll be part of our Union 
soon, and this is what we plan to do with you". This did not 
succeed with farm workers who were aware that sharemilkers had 
muc h earli e r seceded from the Worke rs' Union and formed their own 
Union (24). Farm workers were quite prepared to do likewise. 
It was later claimed by the Union that many of those who helped 
organise me etings in favour of the bill in fact lost their jobs 
"because of insidious action by employers to get rid of those 
farm workers who believed that this Union was more responsible 
to do the job for genuine farm workers ''. (25) The Union took a 
case to court on behalf of one such person, and itself employed 
as a field offjcer, another person who had been victimise d. 
1 ) The Select Comrni ttee P~~oceedings 
The Lahour Select Committee met on six occas ions to hear the 
twenty five submissions made regarding the draft bill. Hearings 
began on 24 October 1973 and finished on 14 NovEirnber 1973. (2G) 
Mos t of the s ubmissions were quite brief; the Act itself being only 
three pages long. 
-lG-
The Fruitgrowers' Industrial Union of Employers expressed concern 
that the proposed coverage by the Industrial Relations Act would 
lead to pressure for "clock hours" with resulting inflexibility . 
They uescribed the industry as heavily reliant on casual labour 
available mainly at w~ckends and depended upon favourab l e weather 
conditions , both of which required considerable flexibility of 
working hours. The group pointed out that the waterfront , the 
aviation industries and the state services, all had separate 
legislation , and that agriculture was no less a separate ider1tity . 
They requested a provision that General Wage Orders should apply 
to farm workers, and finally suggested that provJding appropriate 
new machinery for wage fixing under the Agricultural Workers ' Act 
would in fact solve the grievances of the trade union movement. (27) 
The Farm Workers' Association was concerned that the bill would 
"impose unionism" upon farm workers (28) and cited England as a 
country where such a"':tempts had failed . They listed field days 
and rural study activities as activities which would cease because 
they normally o ccurred during the conventional working week . They 
fearen 0emarcation problGms , as farm hands tended to tackle a 
wide range of industrial jobs on farms , and also a deterioration 
in the qualjty of farm labour which could ensue if people looked 
on farm work as "just another labouring job". Finally , the 
Association declared itself willing to act as the negotiating body 
to update farm workers ' wages. This submission was wholly 
supported by the N.Z. Sheep and Cattlemen ' s Association . 
The thrust of the Mid and North Canterbury Farm Workers ' Committee 
submi s sion v1as a request that the bill be delayed "until such 
time as all farm workers have had an opportunity to become 
informed on the meaning and consequence of the Act and have 
had a opportunity to express their opinion through a postal ballot .'' (29) 
The Rural Management Association admitted that it had been formed 
bec~usc of difficulties in negotiating wages in the farming sector 
(30), and pointed out the problems in having farm managers (as farm 
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employees) and farm workers pushed into the one union , although 
there was a consjdcrable degree of self preservation on the 
part of the Association: putting forward this view. They 
described the 1962 Act and the existing systerr. as "having much 
to comm8nd it" and blamed the N.Z. Workers' Union and its push 
during the nineteen sixties for crnnpulsory membership and a 
40-hour \rnrking week for there having been no wage negotiations 
since 1960. 
The N.Z. Labourers ' Union acknowledged that it had pressed for 
many years to have agriculturaJ workers subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Court of Arbitra~ion (31). It gave several illustrations 
of prohlems it had experienced with employers delaying the 
making of Orders-in-Council and admitted that it did not believe 
that the T!eW /\et would "provide Utopia" . 
The N.Z. Tobacco Growers ' Federatlon ' s submission was essentially 
the same as tl1at of the Fruitgrowers ' Industrial Union of Employers , 
(tha t is concerned about the apparent inflexibility of a 40-hour 
working week) , with additional details being included on the 
particular considerations of tobncco production. 
The N.Z . Dairy Farmers' Industri.al Union of Employers followed 
suit , with extra facts regarding the dairy industry. In addition, 
the Union had conducted a survey of iarm employees during lhe 1971-72 
season , and found that the ' vast majority' of dairy farm employees 
intended to own their own farms (32), and submitted that they were 
thus not workers or employees in the conventional sense . 
Th0 Federated Farmers also made a submissio~while acknowledging 
that most of their member organisations were also pr~senting 
~~ubrnissions. (33 ) They expressed a strong desire for the Agricul turul 
Workers ' Act to be reformed, but differently from the d~aft bill being 
considered , and they claimed responsibility for having had the 
clc:i.uses which niade up this new drc.1ft bill removed from the Industrial 
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Relations Act 1973 when it was at the Select Committee stage, 
on the grounds that the government and employers' representatives 
had not had sufficient time to discuss the provisions. 
The South Auckland Young Farmers' Club submitted the results of a 
survey which they had organised of farm workers and included 
the questionnaire, raw data and the analysis. (34) Results were 
analysed by single or married status. More than half the 
married people surveyed wanted no unionism among the farm workers, 
and a further 41.5% thought it should be voluntary. Only 43% of 
single respondents wanted no unionism and 52% preferred voluntary 
unionism. More than half of both groups of workers wish to 
retain their current arrangements for hours of work, although 
19% of married employees wanted a 40-hour working week. 
The group summarised the findings of their survey as indicating 
that farm workers were ''generally saLisfied with their conditions 
as at present. But they do feel that there is a definite place 
for a voluntary union to negotiate basic wage rates and generally 
protect the interests of farm employees in this country'' (35) 
The Waikato branch of Federated Farmers had also conducted a 
survey, this time of farmers and their farm cadets. (36) Both 
farmers and cadets were strongly against hourly rates of pay 
with overtime payments , and specified weekly hours, and both 
groups were strongly in favour of the current system of weekly 
negotiated wages and time off, minimWTI nationally set rates above 
which individuals could negotiate, some regulation of weekly time 
off and annual holidays and a set time off per month for farm 
workers. Farmers' and cadets' opinions differed on lodging 
allowances and membership of employers' or workers' unions to 
negotiate conditions and wages. Some contradiction of opinions, 
however , is evident from the questionnaire, (sucl1 as the farmers 
expressed preference both for the existing ad hoe sjstem of 
time off , and for nationally set days off). 
'rhe N. Z. Agricultural and Related Farmers' Industrial Union of 
Employers, which represented cropping farmers, also spoke along 
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the lines of the other employer groups ' submissions , as did the 
N.Z. Sheo.powl)ers ' Industrial Union of Employers , the N. Z. Vegct.::tblc 
aud Produce Growers ' Federatjon (Inc ) and the N.Z . Berryfruit 
Growers' Federatjon (Inc. ) 
The results of a survey of Farm Labour and North Island Dairy 
Farms, conducted by the N.Z. Dairy Board ware submitted as part 
of the Dairy Farm Employers ' submission. This presented a con-
siderable amount of data including age groups of farmworkers, herd 
size, average wages , bonus payments, perks , hours of work and time 
off. A table of imputed weekly earnings was presented , which 
took into account wages, bonuses, any additional earnings , "perks" 
and taxsavil)gs. The earnings range for adults was $64 to $93 
weekly . Weekly working hours required of employees ranged from 
41 in winter to 66 in spring. (37 ) 
The submissions were received from West Otago farm workers , 
protesting any moves to make them subject to the Industrial Relations 
Act. These had all followed from joint public meetings of farmers 
and farm workers held in the area. 
The submission of the N.Z . Workers' Union dealt with the historical 
problems experienced by the union trying to operate the provisions 
of previous Agricultural Worker Acts. The submission also supported 
the opportunity whicl1 this bill would give them to upgrade the 
conditions of employment and wages of agricultural worke~s . (38) 
The N.Z. Federation of Labour presented an extensive submission 
to the Con@ittee; detailing the history of legislation pertaining 
to farm workers , and providing argUi-nents against any opposition 
to the bill . "It will no doubt be said during the proceedings 
of this committee that farm workers do not wish to join unions , 
and that their cjrcumstances are not sujtu.ble to union membership. 
The same sort of ll,ings were said of many other workers in 1936 
when the Industrial conciliation and Arbitration Act was amended 
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to make provision for compulsory membershjp. '' (39 ) A brief 
explanation of employer antagonism to unions ensured , including 
the p:cediction of farmer antagonism to any farm worker unionism. 
11 Wi thout a union , they have not ·U1e orga11isation or resources 
to conduct discussions with their emp l oyers .'' (1 ) The Federation
 
pointed out that the Minimum Wage Act laid down a wage o f $47 per
 
week fo r any male worker (which was considerably less than the 
amounts earned revealed by the N.Z. Dairy Board survey (37); and 
blamed the lack of effective representation of workers i n their 
negotiations with employers , f o r any delays in updating wages by 
Orders-in - Counci l, such wages then being 2n average of 11 per we
ek . 
The Federation concluded by saying that '' it would be wrong to thi
nk 
that members of industrial unions have become members because the
y 
had a desire to j o i n the union and were prepared to do so at any 
cost. Trade unions have been the subject of adve~se propaganda 
and publicity for v.s long as they have existed and the effec~ of
 
this adverse propaganda has very often rubbed off on the workers 
themselves .. . . .. i t was later realised that[compul sory u11jonism ] 
was no disadvantage to employers as negotiation was done by emplo
yers 
with groups of workers in the form of unions , instead of with 
separate and unconnected groups of workers all striving for a 
different objective . . .. . . i n 1961 , the government of the day 
introduced l egislation to abolish compulsory unionism and this 
was opposed by t h e Employers' Federation in the interests of 
orderly barg·aining . 11 ( 4 0 ) 
The Wanganui and Taranaki Farm Workers
1 Associations presented the 
opposite point o f view from tha~ of most of the other farm worker
 
groups. It specifically asked to become subject to the Industri~
l 
Relations Act , and contended thc1t " for many years , agricultural 
workers have been exploited and abused." ( 41) It. also requested 
a postal ballot of f~rm workers ' opinions , feGling sure that 
11 favourable support would be forthcoming , no t.wi thsi..anding- the 
submissions already made to the co1Tt1r.i ttee by employer groups ." ( 4
 .7. ) 
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A poll was also supported in o telegram from the West Otago bran ch 
of Federated Farmers . 
A group of six married couples in Waitahuna wrote to the Committee 
protesting both compulsory unionism and the concept o f 40-hou r 
week , stating that "we believe in the right of the individual to 
negotiate his own pay and conditions with his employer without 
outside interference." ( 43) 
In a different vein, the Young Christian Workers ' Movement 
submitted that it was the fundamental human right of people to 
form associations for good purpose (44), and they pointed out 
the irony of employer unions protesting against any worker unions. 
The submission argued the benefits of trade unions, both in 
allowing for some representation in disputes , and in training, and 
suggested that the provisions in the new Industrial Relations Act 
were themselves unrealistic and discriminatory because of the 
inclusion of unqualified preference clauses. 
By this stage , the Select Committee had realised that there would 
not be sufficient time before the Christmas recess for deliberations, 
or for it to make any amendments to the bill. Accordingly , on 22 
November 1973 , the Minister of Labour moved that the Select 
Committee liave power to sit during the recess to consider the 
Agricultural Workers' Bill. ( 45) 
The Selsct. Committee reconvened on 30 January, 1974 to deliberate 
on the sub1nissions received. Because the effective provision of 
the bill was tabled in one clause , the conunit.tee took the unusuu.l 
step of clu.ssifying submission~ under the 'pro' and ' con' 
arguments for the central vrinciple. 
Arguments in favour of the bill were recorded as having come from 
the Fctlcration of Lu.hour , the Young Christian Workers' Movement , 
the Workers ' and Lu.bourers 1 Unions, and the Wanganui and 
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Taranaki Farm Workers ' Association. 
Arguments ag.:dnst tbe bill had come from all the employer groups , 
the six married couples of Waitahuna , the Rural Management 
Association , the West Otago and Mid and North Centerbury farm 
worker representatives , the South Auckland Young Farmers ' Club 
and the Farm Workeri Association. 
The onJy change made by the Committee was to change the year 
in the Short Title from ]_973 to 1974 . 
2) 1974 
The bill was reported back to Parliament on 14 February , 1974 , 
with the earlier arguments being repeated by both sides. The 
Opposition requested that the bill be returned to the Select 
Committee, because the government members had not taken enough 
notice of submissions made in opposition to the bill . 
The government members pointed out the large degree of ignorance 
which existed about industrial real t.ions. ( 4 6 ) "Every one of those 
who opposed the bill . . . admitted that he had made no study 
whatever of the industrial scene , of what joining the union would 
actually mean , or of the rights and privileges to be gained by 
union membership . . . If the witnesses hcid studied those types of 
awards , (47 ) they would have been aware that flexibility to 
suit the industry concerned can be achieved in negotiations across 
the conciliation table." 
The problem of inequality of wages was glossed over by the 
Opposition who pointed out that a farm worker responsible for 40 
cows would be on a different ~wge from one responsible for 140 cows. 
Under the latest Order-in-Council, (1960) wages in fact officially 
ranged from $19 -20 per week. The Opposition reminded the House 
that the Department of Labour WQ S receiving a steady number of 
complaints that a0ricultural clwa.rds were not being upheld , and 
prosecuting employers for breaches of the i\ct discovered during 
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routine inspections. ( 48 ) However r despite t he Oppositio
n ' s 
arguments, the report was finally accepted by the House . 
Towards the end o f 1973, the Labour government had a cabi
net 
reshuffle , following the death of the Prime Minister. Ho
n A J 
Faulkner relinquished his portfolios of DEfonce and Socia
l 
Welfare to become Minister of Labour , whi.le the former M
inister 
of Labour r Ho0 H Watt , took up the post of New Zealand Hi
gh 
Co!mniss ioner , London. This had the effect of breaking th
e 
continuity of some ministerial activities over the next f
ew 
months , one of which was the Agricultural Workers' Amendm
ent Bill . 
Mr Faulkner described himself strongly committed to the pri
nciple of 
compulsory unionism , and had a very high regard for the N
ew Zealand 
WorkGrs ' Union, which he called " a moderate union" . ( 49) 
His l ong term goa l was to see one ' industry ' union for th
e whole 
of the farfuing sector, and he saw this ideal t h~eatened b
y the __ 
growing Farm Workers' Association which he described as '
separatist' 
Despite this , he supported many of the Associatio~s ideas
, and 
says he grew to respect the executive cf the Association 
during 
his many meetings with them in 1974. The 1najor problem h
e felt 
he experienced with farmers and the rural sector was a ' r
ural 
prejudice ' wl1ich he could not break, and which insisted t
hat the 
1973 Agricultural Workers
1 Amendment bill was aimed solely at the 
5--day 40-hour working week. 
Throughout 1974 Mr Faulkner held meetings with representa
tives of 
the Farm Worker~ Association and the N. Z. Workers
1 Union to bring 
about some co-operation between the 2 groups. A third re
adii1g of 
t.lie Amendment bill w0.s deliberately postponed a.s he "pers
isted to 
; 1 
got them [the 2 groups] to co-ordinate. (50 ) Mr Faulkner 
had 
great faith in his own persuasive powers and consequently
 fully 
expected to bring about some form of merger. '' I did wha~
 l could 
to bring the two parties togethGr under the Industrial Re
lations 
Act , and so meet what I thought to be the unanimous view 
of the 
Ilouse on the non pro lifcration of trade unions ." ( 51 ) Lr
1ter in 
1977 when the National Government introduced a bill with 
·the 
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opposite philoso phy from the 1973 Amendment bill , Mr Fau lkner 
became very biltcr in Parliament about that party ' s duplicity: 
"On the one hand, the National Party preached amalgamation , 
while on the other hand , National members (52 ) went in to 
rura l areas and preached an entirely different story . I did 
not know tha t National members were trying to block the amalgamation 
and friendship that I sought between the two groups ." (5 3 ) 
Ultimately Mr Faulkner came to regret the delay in the bill ' s 
progress c aused by his attempts at conciliation and mediation . 
"I regret that when I was the Minister I did not make the necessary 
provisions in the Industrial Relations Act o r repeal the Agricultura l 
Workers ' Act . " (53 ) 
' On the o ther hand , the then Minister of Agriculture , Mr Moyle , 
was described as "being convinced of the sii.1cerity of the Farm 
Workers ' Association , knowing it to be more important that we have 
an organisation which actually works , than [ to argue about ] being 
members o f the Workers ' Union ". (54 ) This l ed to some real conflic ·t 
in the government caucus between Mr Moyle and Mr Faulkner . 
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part C: 'rhe Agricultural Worl:ers' Act 1977 
1) The Farm Workers' Association 
At this point, it would seem appropriate for the development of the 
Farm Workers' Association to be detailed. At the time when the 
Labour Bills Committee heard submissions at the end of 1973, or 
deliberated in January 1974, no central farm worker organisation 
existed, but a number of localised associations . Some of these 
were sufficiently well established to make submissions to the Select 
Committee, opposing the Amendment Bill. The government, on the other 
hand , was strongly committed to the principle of the bill and was 
refusing all suggestions that the bill be dropped. 
There were three fairly strong groups of Farm Workers by the end of 
1973 - Waikato, Hawkes Bay, and Canterbury. These groups had bee11 
very active in getting support for their opposition to the bill. 
However , the attitude of the Minister of Labour and the government 
was that the bill would proceed. Following a meeting where the 
Minister had flatly refused their request, representatives of the 
three groups approached the Federated Farmers for assistance, which 
was refused. This is surprising in view of the fact the Federated 
Farmers and farmers had featured strongly in the "oppose the bill" 
movemGnt. 
The next step for farm workers was to seek legal advice and get 
themselves established as a recognised association. They all felt sure 
that people would join a nationally organised farm workers grot1p, as 
the previously held regional meetings of farm workers had shown dis-
satisfaction with the N.Z. Workers' Union. Adopting an interim set 
of rules from a social club's constitution, the group registered 
itself as an incorporated society and asked a well known firm of 
accountants lo act for it as accountants . The group was scrupulous 
in making everything legal, and as public as could be required. 
Al l documents relating to the group, its annual report, membership 
lists and nwnbcrs arc still held by the Registrar of Incorporated 
Societies. To raise some funds a membership fee of $2 per year was 
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set, but this only allowed the association a very thin budget to 
operate 0n , and the group seL out on a membership drive and 
publicity c~mp~jgn. 
The Association, once formed, set about to proving itself capable 
of being the accredited representative of farm workers . ActivitieG 
such as rural discounts , a superannuation scheme , and a credit 
union were established by the group , who quickly began to realise 
the amount of assistance and activities they had previously never 
had . Knowledge of the tax laws , such as the tax allowance on working 
dogs , was news to them. The Association was proud of the fact that 
by mid 1975 it had acl1ieved formal recognition by the Federated 
Farmers , the Agricultural Training Council , the Countrywornens• 
Institute and other a l lied groups. (56) In addition it had negotiated 
with the In.J.ar.d Rev9nue Department that bonuses paid by farmers 
strictly in lieu of overtime were to be subject to a 10% tax rebate. 
A major achievement in the Association
1 s eyes was the blocking of 
an attempt by the Drivers • Union to bring farm workers u nder their 
industrial representation. 
Some of the conflict between the two Labour p~rty Ministers - Moyle 
(Agriculture) and Faulkner (Labour) - can be seen at the first Annual 
General Meeting of the Farm Workers • Association on 23 to 25 May, 1975. 
Mr Moyle was the guest speaker , and he spol~e encouraging the associat-
ion , irrvlicitly at the expense of the N. Z. Workers • Union . He 
consid8red that the aim of an employee association , such as the 
Farm Workers • Association , should be to present accep~able guidelines 
for terms of employment and ensure that thoy were adhered to ; and 
hG considered in connection with this that the Farm Workers • 
Associab or: should consider registering under the Industrial 
Relations Act. ( 5 5 ) 
Under that: l\.ct, any group which wishes to represent a group of work8rs 
1nust apply to the Registrar of Industrial Unions for recognition. Once 
for1na lly registe red, the group then has sole rights of representation. 
It is interesting to note that despite being o~posed to the principle 
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of coming under ~he jurisdiction of the Industrial Relations Act , 
the Fc1rm Workers' .7\ssocia tion f onnally presc~nted a case to the 
Minister of Labour to be the recognised representative of farm workers , 
as they had a membership of over 8000. Understandably , this did 
not help the Minister of Labour ' s task of reconciling the two 
opposing representative groups. 
The next step for the Association was to negotiate a new award with 
the Federated Farmers for farm workers to replace o ne that was by 
now 16 years old. It was processed within about two months and 
presented to Mr Faulkner , Minister of Labour for formal promuJgation. 
This was subsequently delayed, despite two attempts by the Association 
to spur the Minister into action. The Association accused " trade 
union pressure of preventing Mr Faulkner from signing the Order-in-
Council with the Farm Workers' Association name on it , which would 
make a new award law ... when one considers how formidable trade union 
pressure on a government can be , it is very much to the Farm Workers ' 
Association credit that they have managed to achieve as much as they 
have. " (56 ) 
The successful prod to action in signing the Order-in-Council for 
Mr Fc=rnlkner came from the National Business Review , who wrote 
critically of Mr Faulkner's delaying tactics and accused him of 
having "become embroiled in internal FoL politics " ..... "Faulkners 
critics claim he has deliberately avoided making the Oraer-in-Council 
si_nce March [ 19 7 5] because it would put him of £side the FoL . " ( 5 7) 
The magazine went on to describe a possible leadership struggle 
between the moderate unions and those more to the left , if the then 
President , T.E. Skinner were to resign. If the N. Z. Workers ' 
Union, a moderate union encompassed the more than 20 , 000 farm workers, 
this would increase i ts voting strength , thereby '' repulsing any 
challenge from the left .. .... . This is conunonly interpreted as the 
reason the government last year introduced a bill which would have 
put farm workers under the Industrial Relations Act and the orbit 
of the N. z. Workers ' Union . " (58) 
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A spokesman for Mr Faulkner countered this whole argument saying 
thc1 t the Minister awaited a written assurance from the Federated 
Farmers that they were prepared to negotiate with the Farm Workers' 
Association and the N.Z. Workers' Union on wages and conditions, 
before he would promulgate the order updating minimum wages for 
f arm workers. (59) He still spoke of the Workers' Union and the 
Farm Workers' Association togethe r. The Association, meanwhile, 
s aw no point in continuing to meet for discussions with the N.Z. 
workers' Union, as it had nothing to offer them. (60) 
The article in the National Business Review was successful: Mr 
Faulkner promulga ted the Order-in-Council on 26 Septembe r 1975, 
under the title "The Agricultural Worke rs' Wage s Order 1975." 
At about the same time, Mr Faulkner r e alised that the Farm Workers' 
Association was indee d a force to be reckone d with, as he admitted 
t o the Cante rbury Trades Council (61) "Although the Farm Worke rs' 
Association is not regist e red, it is not possible to ignore the 
fac t that it does include in its membe rship over 8000 paid-up 
members. I am considering special l e gislation which \vill enable 
the principles of the Indus trial Relations Act to apply to the 
negotiation of wa ge s and conditions o f employment of farm worke rs." 
As time drew ne are r to the 1975 Gene r a l Election, the farm worke rs 
se t about a very de termine d lobbying of rural Me mbers of Parliame nt, 
and those in margina l seats throughout 1974. 
In the first issue of "The Farm Worker," the magazine of the newly 
develope d Farm Workers' Association, the president of the association 
exhorte d me mbe rs to lobby their local member of Parliament: "we 
mus t be tha nk f ul for margina l rural s ea ts ... wh e n members of 
Parlia me nt go wooing the ir e lectora te, we should make our position 
c l e ar to each and e v e ry one of them." It came as a surprise to no 
one wh e n in the 1975 National Pa rl.y e l e ction manifesto, the following 
st.a temc nt a ppeared: 
"Nationa l is v e r y con s cious of the cont ribut i on made to agriculture 
by career f a rm worker s . A Na tiona l Gove rnme nt will t a ke steps to 
accord l. he Farm Wor k e rs' Associa tion f ull ri ghts of repre senta t ion 
fo r f a r m workers." (63) 
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A spokesman for Mr Faulkner countered this whole argument saying 
that the Minister awaited a written assurance from the Federated 
Farmers that they were prepared to negotiate with the Farm Workers ' 
Association and the N. Z. Workers ' Union on wages and conditions, 
before he would promulgate the order updating minimum wages for 
farm workers. (59) He still spoke of the Workers ' Union and the Farm 
Workers ' Association together. The Association , meanwhile, saw 
no point in continuing to meet for discussions with the N.Z . Workers ' 
Union , as it had nothing to offer them. (60 ) 
The article in the National Dusiness Review was successful : Mr 
Faulkner promulgated the Orde~-in-Council on 26 September 1975 , 
under the title " The Agricultural Workers ' Wages Order 1975 . " 
At about the same time , Mr Faulkner realised that the Farm ~orkers ' 
Association was indeed a force to be reckoned with , as he admitted 
to the Canterbury 'l'rades Council (61): "Although the Farm Workers ' 
Association is not registered , it is not possible to ignore the 
fact that it does include in its membership over 8000 paid-up 
members. I am considering special legislation which will enable 
the principles of the Industrial Relations Act to apply to the 
negotiation of wages and conditions of employment of fa.rm wo·ckers." 
As time drew nearer to the 1975General Election , the farm workers 
set about a very determined lobbying of rural Members of Parliament, 
and those in marginal seats throughout 1974 . 
In the first issue of "The Farm Worker, " the magazine of the newly 
developed Farm Workers ' Association, the president of the association 
exhorted members to lobby the:i_r loca 1 rr1cmber of Parlic_ment: "we 
must be thankful for marginal rural seats . .. when members of 
Parliament go wooing their electorate, we should make our posilion 
clclar to each and every one of them . " It came as a surprise to no 
one when in the 1975 National Party election rnanifcsto , the foJ.lowing 
statemcnl appeared: 
"National is very conscious of the colltribution made to o.griculturc 
by career farm workers. A National Government will tal~e steps to 
accord the Farin Workers ' Association full rights of representation 
for iarr,1 ',vorkcrs." (G3) 
By way of contrast , the Labour Party 19 75 election manifesto 
did not mention agricultural workers specifically - the first 
time in five manifestos . Instead, it concentrated on general 
statements of principle that it would consolidate and improve 
the whole field of industrial relations and welfare . This l ack 
of support for the 1973 Amendment bill was not appreciated by 
the N. Z. Workers ' Union , who were reported as saying that "the 
bill was probably dropped because it was worrying Labour M.P.s 
in marginal semi-rural electorates. " ( 64 ) It was claimed that 
in private, Workers' Union officials believed that '' if Norman Kirk 
were still Prime Minister , the Labour Government would probably 
have carried out its policy and brought the farm workers under 
the Industrial Relations Act." (65 ) 
With the change of government resulting from the general election 
of November 1975 , and subsequent abandonment of the bill, farm 
workers lost their impetus for the association, and membership 
declined sharply. Partly this resulted from the turnover rate 
of farm workers of 20% per year. Meanwhile, the Association was 
pressing for an Order-in-Council for farm workers , an attempt which 
seemed to be stalled by the N.Z . Workers ' Union. Such a situation 
was obviously satisfactory to the Federated Farmers which benefited 
by the two unions feuding over representation rights , and consequently 
no new orders-in-council and a National and agriculturally-minded 
government. In desperation, the Association sought help from the 
Federation of Labour, but this was refused. As a last resort, 
the Association decided that it would apply for registration as a 
union under the Industrial Relations Act. 
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The Associalio~s pre-eleclion lobLying , however , showed signs of 
being successful with the new government members of Parliament. 
In the third issue of the Farmer Worker , the Association detailed 
successful visits and delcgalions to new Ministers J.B. Gordon 
(Labour ), J . B. Bolger (Under-Secretary for Agric u lture ), G. F . 
Gair (Housing ) on February 10 , 1976. '' These three meetings 
showed very clearly that time spent in informing the Opposition 
of our needs and concerns had been well spent , and notice had been 
and will be taken of them now the party is in power ." ( 67) 
Another sign of the acceptance of the Farm Workers ' Association by 
the new government was the attendance of the Minister of Labour 
at the annual conference of the Association on 28 and 29 May ]976. 
During his address , h e dropped hints to the Association that it 
must sort out some of its own priorities , such as what it wanted 
by way of lawful recognition , as well as recognising the implications 
of such statutory recognition . The Minister went on to say that '' I 
have asked my Department to indicate to me how it is proposed to 
alter the legislation to give effect to o ur manifesto promise .' ' (68) 
Within the Department of Labour , however , there were no signs that 
the Department was taking any urgent action with regard to the 
farm workers ' situation . 
In mid-August 19 7 6 , the Association prepared for the Mir1ister of 
Labour a draft amendment to the Industrial Relations Act , alJ.owing 
for the registration of the Farm Workers ' Association as the industrial 
union to represent farm workers. This was handed to the Department 
of Labour by the Association but it became absorbed within the system . 
When the Association had received no word from either the Department 
or the Minister after three months, it requested a meeting with the 
Minister , who initially , according to the ARscciation , denied ever 
seeing the draft legislation. 
On the other hand , the Federated Farmers ' had received a copy of a 
circular letter dated 11 November 1976 from lhe Farm Workers ' 
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Association recording 11 <1 vote of no confidence in the Department 
of Labour.'' ( 69 ) This circular had been widely distributed. The 
Minister of Labour re3ponded by distributing an explanation of 
the circumstances to all government members , pointing out that 
he had received the draft (earlier even than the Association 
claimed giving i ·L to the Department of Lubour), and had discussed 
it with the Associatio~s President and Secretary in mid September. (70) 
De spite being obviously concerned at the manner in which the Association 
ha d acted , the Minister was in fact very sympathetic to its problems 
"I understand that very substantial pressures we re faced by thC:! newly 
elected e xecutive and that they have had no easy task.'' (71) The 
Mi nister himself later admitted that he was discussing the new 
award for workers on farms and stations on that day , and it seems 
t hat Lhc Lwo issues may have merged. (72) 
Mr Gordon went on, however, to denounce any attempt to bring the 
f arm workers within the ambit of the Industrial Relations Act. He 
de scribed the delay in introducing any appropriate legislation to 
r ecognise the Farm Workers ' Association as being caus8d by the need 
t o wait until "the broader jssue of wage fixing for all sectors 
i s examine d and decided." ( 7 3) 
The issue became rather more complex, however, as the N.Z. Wor~ers ' 
Union decided to join in the nego t iations for the new Order-in-Council 
and on 24 lJovember referred to the Industrial Commission the matter 
i n dispute between the Union and the three Employers ' Unions, 
pursuant to Section 17 of the Agr icultural Workers ' Act 1962. This 
move was not supported by the employer unions. 
was finally promulgated early in the new year . 
The Order-in-CouDcil 
1he Mini~~er of Labour felt , howe ver, that some public announcement 
of government intentions would be useful and on 1 December 1976 
i ssu~d a Press Release: "I ha ve cleu.rly indicated that I am not 
sa tisfied with the workings of the Ag r icultural Workers ' Act 1962. 
I have in mind to rcconuncmd that as part of the current wage fixing 
exercise that the 9overnment should inve stigate in the agricultural 
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workers ' area both the methods of wage determination and a system 
of recognition f o r organisations such as t he Farm Workers ' 
As sociation .'' (7 4 ) At the s ame time , he did not anticipate t hat 
any l egislation r egarding ·the Farm Workers ' Associat ion would be 
put forward at the first session of Par l iament in 1 977, and he 
suggested discussions take place late February/early March . 
The draft ame ndme nt to the Industrial Relations Act prepared by 
t he Farm Workers ' As s ociation was sent to the Fede rated Farmers 
f or perusal. Their response was to draft t heir own l egislation , 
but in this case , an amendment to the Agricultural Workers ' Act 
1962. The two groups worked independently on the ir separate draft 
ame ndments until the Federated Farmers became very concerned at 
the implica tions of having the Farm Workers ' Association formally 
r e cognised as an industrial union, and persuaded the Associa t ion 
t o join forces with them and produce a new draft amendment t o the 
Agr icultural Workers ' Act 1962. 
I n cons i dering the two legislative options , the Federations ' 
l ega l adviser , Ru th Richardson, pointed out that the amendment neede d 
t o recogni s e the Farm Worker s ' Associa tion under the Agricultural 
1·7orkers' Act 1962 co'..lld be quite simply devised whi l e " retaining 
t he mi nisteria l involvment in the production of orders 
ministerial invo l vme nt inevitably means susceptibility to politica l 
pressure . It is also inevita bly productive of d e lay .'' ( 75 ) The 
al ternative of amending the Industrial Re l at i ons Act required 
gua rantee s that t he individua l requirements o f the agric11ltural 
sector would be met ; and a ma jor disadvantage was "the fact that the 
Industrial Relations Act is too well oiled a machine '' (7 6 ) The 
Department of Labour had been consuJ.ted informa lly regarding these 
t wo optio ns , and it was concerned that the proposals would have the 
ef fect of "enshrining the Fa rm Workers' Association for all time 
when in fact it may have ceased to become a representative group. '' (77) 
This latter concern of the De p a rtment wa s to become one of the main 
po ints of di s c:ussion as the two groups drafted their new Amendment. Bill . 
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2) Developing the Bill 
On 13 April 1977, the joint draft prepared by the Farm Workers' Association and the Federated Farmers was presented to th2 Minister of Labour, who took it to the Cuucus Lubour Committee the following day. After a brief discussion by the co~nittcc, it was referred to the Parliamentary Counsel, Mr P.W. Williams, to proceed with a first draft and to liaise with the Farm Workers' Association and the Federated Farmers in the course of drafting. The bill was accorded Priority 1 for drafting purpos8s. 
The bill went through many drafts before it was presented to the House, although Parliamentary Counsel admitted that many of these drafts could have been for the convenience of reprinting rather than because of any substantial changes of policy. (79) The Department of La bour took a very analytical and critical attitude towards the initial drafts, and did make many alterations. The Department apparently looked on the bill as a chance to "tidy-up" many of the industrial legislative provisions in the agricultural sector . (BO) 
Meanwhile, the Federation of Labour and its affiliate, the N.Z. Workers ' Union, had hea rd about the re-drafting of the bill, and wrote to the Minister o f Labour asking ~o be involved in that process . A copy of the Farm Workers' Association/Federated Farmers draft bill was sent to the Workers' Union and also to the N.Z. General Labourers' Union , inviting comments on the bill before it was considered by the Caucus La bour Committee on 26 April 1977. 
The Federation of Labour and its affiliated unions were all opposed to the concepts of the bill, but according to the Pc1rliantentary Counsel , they took the practical attitude that "we don't like the bill, but if you ha ve to have it, le~s have some safety, health and welfare provisions .'' (81) The Department of Labour also claims credit for those particular provisions. (82) 
Tripartite discussions ensued, with the Farm Workers' Association, 
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Federated Farmers and the Depart."llent of Labour, the discussions 
providing a point of reference for the Parliamentary Counsel. 
From the debate on whether the bill would envisage compulsory 
membership for the Farm Workers ' Association came the pro~Jision 
in clause l4 (l ) (c) that any organisation wishifig to represent a class 
of workers f o r which there already was industrial representation 
must have 25 percent more financial members than the organisation 
it wished to supersede. ( 83 ) The Farm Workers ' Association appeared 
to be having some membership and financial problems and consequently 
were seeking some assurance of continuity of their representation 
of farm workers. 
By this stage , the Parliamentary Counsel found l1imself writing 
nearly 70 new sections to amend a bill which had only 32 sections 
anyway. Accordingly he wrote to the Minister of Labour en 22 April 
1977 explaining that he found himself incorporating some 64 sections 
of the Industrial P.elations Act within the proposed Amendment Dill. 
Not only did these require some modification to meet the needs 
of the agricultural sector, but having an Amendment Bill of at 
least seventy sections meant that anyone utilising these legi~J.ative 
provisions would have to be referring constantly to the two acts -
the 1962 Act and the 1977 Amendment Act - in order to gain an 
accurate picture of how the combined Acts operated . His request 
to draft a new Bill was agreed to, and his first official draft 
was sent to interested parties 011 6 May l977. At this stage, two 
major changes to the existing Act had been proposed: first, a 
new system of wage fixing, somewhat akin to that containe<l in the 
Industrial Relations Act, but with a specialised Agricultural Tribunal; 
and second , a system of exclusive re~ognition for orgar1isations of 
employers and employees - recognition to be given to the organisation 
most rcpresent~live of workers or employers in each class . 
The ministerial directive that the major parties be consulted at 
all stages of drafting the bill lead to a very lengthy period of 
drafting. 
The rivalry between the N.Z. Workers ' Union and the Farm Workers ' 
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Association intensi f ied somewhat during April , May and June. The 
As s ocia tion ' s Waikato Branch cha irma n , Mr J Coop, was reported 
in the Waika to Times as being very critical of the N.Z. Workers ' 
Un ion because it sought a 40-hour working week. (84 ) This was 
l a ter refuted in a press statement by the Union's general secretary, 
Mr D Duggan. (85 ) Mr Coop did admit that the Association was not 
ge tting sufficient support from the people it was trying to help . 
Un less farm workers show positive support for the association, 
they might be forced into the type of trade unionism they didn ' t 
want . " (86) 
As the rivalry intensified , the Association sought to be more firmly 
r e cognised as the official representative organisation of farm workers. 
On 11 May 1977, a circular letter was sent to all government membe~ s 
of Parliame nt expressing fears at the unfortunate effect any delays 
i n the legislative programme might have on the agricultura l sector's 
i ndustrial relations. (87) The Associa tion had been asked by the 
Minister of Labour to meet with the employer unions in September 
1 977 to renegotiate terms and conditions of employment , and it 
wa s concerned that the legisla tion be effective before any such 
negotiations. The possibility of dual representation of farm 
workers by the Association and the N.Z. Workers ' Union wa s fe a red 
by the Association. The Association did , however, report to the 
Minister that its membership drive was doing well and tha t moral8 
wa s high , both due probably to the publicity the draft bjll was 
receiving . 
La ter that month, on 27 May 1977 , Hon D. Thoms on, Minister of 
Justic~ spoke to the Annua l Conference of the Far m Workers ' 
As sociation, deputi z ing for the Mini s ter of La bour who was oversea s. 
The Minister reassured the Association of the government ' s commit-
ment to the bill , and summa rised its main provisions. He also 
admitted that under the existlng legislation the fact tha t more 
t ha n one o r ganisation could repre sent farm workers simultaneously, 
could lead to more tha n one point of view being put to employers 
on behalf of farm workers at the su.me time .. . . . "we have endeavoured 
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to clear this up in as d emocratic a way as possible .... . Governme nt 
has been at some p a ins to find the mos t representative organisations 
in e ach class of work initially. If we have been in error, provi s ion 
ha s been made to set it right. You have been given the start 
j us tified by your record to date , and now it is up to you .. .. .. we 
are giving you clear cut recognition of exclusive bargaining rights 
in your class of work. 11 {88 ) 
Meanwhi l e the Caucus Labour Committee had met on 26 May to discuss 
comments received from the N.Z. Workers ' Union and the N. Z. General 
Labourers' Union. Although there was no support for the general 
argume nt of the two unions , several o f the spe cific points were 
dis cussed with Parliamentar y Couns el a nd some minor modifications 
were ma de. 
La t e i n June 1977 , a group of Labour Department officials forwarde d 
to the Minister a set of recommendations for inclusion in the bill 
in accordance with othe r prov isions for safety,hea.lth and welfare . 
The Caucus La bour Committee r e convened on 7 July 1977 to discuss 
the first dr~ft of the bill. Pending changes were outline d by 
Parliamenta r y Counsel. A week later , on 14 July 1977 bo t h the 
Caucus Labour Committee and the Cabinet Commit tee on Legislation 
and Parliamentary Que stions cleared the bill for approval of the 
Cabinet, s ubject to minor ame ndments to the provisions for safety , 
hea lth and welfare . On 26 July l977, Cabinet approved the Agricu ltural 
Workers ' Bill for introduction in the Hous e . 
During this period of development , the N.Z . Workers' Union under t.ook 
a recruitme nt drive , both criticising the Farm Workers ' As sociat ior1 
fo r the qua lity of the Order - in - Counc il it had ne gotiated , and 
offering membership of the Workers' Un i on at $1 p e r he a d. The 
Gene r c2 l Se cretary of the Union describe d it as "dishonest , if you 
take full union dues without doing muc h in return so we crea ted 
the $1 admission f e e. This was about one -tenth of ours or the 
l\s sociation ' s subscr iptions." (89 ) 
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The Union circulated an 11 open letter" to all farm workers as 
part of its recrui trnent carnpai9n decrying the new Order·- in-Council. 
"Even though this union fought to stop this ridiculous order from 
going through and being promulgated, the government went ahead 
and passed it. 11 (90) 
3) The Introduction of the Bill in the House 
The first reading of the Agricultural 1\7orkers' Bill took place two 
days later, on 28 July, 1977. The Minister of Labour, Hon J.B. 
Gordon, began by outlining the principles of the existing 
legislation, the Agricultural Workers' Act 1962, and then compnred 
that with the new bill. He then suJTunarised the provisions of the 
b:i.11 as follows: 
"The method of settling wages and conditions of employment in the 
agricultural sector will undergo a fundamental change. Under th~ 
present Act the Governor-General issues Orders in Council fixing 
these matters. The orders normally incorporate provisions either 
agreed to by the main pattie~ involved or recrn~ended ·by the 
Industrial Commission. The Government is of the view thu.t the 
part ies should be able to negotiate without direct Government 
involvement. The Bill initiates a new system, replacing the Orders 
in Council with instruments that will be either voluntary c1greemcnts 
or conciliated agreements, or awards of a specialised agricultural 
tr ibunal. 
The emphasis is on voluntary and conciliated agreements. To this 
end , a systen1 of registration is introduced providing for exclusive 
recognitjon of organisations of employers and workers in any 
particular class of work. Each defined class of work becomes a 
recognised category, and for each recognised category there will 
be one employers' organisation and one workers' organisation. The 
organisations concerned will be those most representative of the 
respective parties. The schedule to the Bill defines Lhe recognised 
categories of work that will prevail when the Bill becomes law. 
Certain organisations of employers and workers are listed as being 
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given initial exclusive recognition for the recognised 
categories. Machinery is provided for amending the 
definitions of the recognised categories and for adding 
further categories if necessary. Also, although exclusive 
rights of representation are initially given to the listed 
organisations, where certain conditions are fulfilled 
another organisation may obtain exclusive recognition 
in place of the existing one. Under this new arrangement 
every agricultural worker will be given the right to join 
any workers' organisation of his choice, or to decline to 
join any or all of the organisations. The organisation 
having the most members of the class concerned will be given 
the exclusive right to represent that class. 
The accent is on voluntary or conciJ.iated settlements of 
disputes. The role of the Agricultural Tribunal in the 
disputes procedure is limited to deciding unresolved disputes 
when agreement cannot be reached, even after conciliation. 
The decision of the tribunal becomes an award. Agree,:,~ents 
between the parties are deemed to be awards once they are 
lodged with the tribunal. A breach of an award is an offence. 
Procedures for the settlement of personal grievances and for the 
interpretation of awards are set out in the Bill. The 
opportunity has also been taken to include safety and health 
provisions which will provide some basic and general require-
ments for the protection of agricultural workers. I therefore 
commend the bill to the House as a measure that will improve 
industrial relations in the agricultural sector and one that 
will lead to better conditions for agricultural worJ<::ers." ( 91) 
Hon A.J. Faulkner, a former Minister of Labour, immediately 
expressed the opposition of his party lo the bill , decrying the 
government for actively encouraging the proliferation, instead of 
amalgamatio~ of trade unions. Mr E Isbey continued the objections 
of the Labour Party to the bill, stating that the bill "represents 
a vote of no confidence in tbe existing system of conciliation and 
arbitra tion contained in the Industrial Relations Act." (92) IIe 
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de Pcribed tha bill as having three purposes: to "obliterate " 
the Workers' Union, to impose on N.Z. workers a National Govcrnn~nt -created union and to prolifer<lte the number of pay-fixing bodies. 
De bate then followed on the validity of wage-fixing tribunals. 
The bulk of the debate comprised protests from Opposition members 
on the different principles of the bill , with only two government me mbers speaking on the bill , and two interjecting. The bill ,vas introduced and referred to a select conunittec , with submissions 
closing on 15 August 1977. 
4) At the Labour Bills Committee 
The Labour Bills select committee met on two occasions to hear 
submissions on the Agricultural Workers Bill . On Wednesday 17 
August 1977, the N.Z. Federation of Labour , the N.Z. Workers ' 
Union, the N.Z . Labourers ' Union and the N:Z. Fruitgrowers ' 
Fe deration made their submissions . A week later, on Wednesday 
24 August, the N.Z . Vegetable and Produce Growers ' Federation, 
the Farm Workers ' Association Inc , the N.Z . Tobacco Growers ' 
Federation and Federated Farmers presented their submissions. 
The submission of the N.Z. Lab<?u~rs, Ge neral Workers ' and Related 
Tra des Industrial Un i on of Workers concentrated on dispelling the two ma in 1tbogeys" relating to farm workers becoming members of a trade union, as seen by the Governme nt: a push for a 40-hour working 
week and compulsory membership of a trade union. 
Fir st, t he union expressed doubt that agriculturaJ. workers would 
ever gain the same amount of industrial protection as was afforded all those workers who were subject to the Industrial Relations Act. It went on to explain that while a 40-hour working week was considered des irable "unless the [Industrial] Commission is of the opinion , 
after hearing representatives of employers and of workers , or affordiny t hem the opportunity to be heard, that it would b e impracticable to cc1rry en efficiently any industry to which the award relates if tlw Wo r king hours were so limited.'' ( 93) Thus , in otherwords , any 
i ndus~ry which believed it should have an abnormaJ spread of workj_ng hou r s, could seek the Commission ' s views and support , and th•3 uni8n 
ass ured the Select - - - - - ---·--------·--·--- ------ - ------- - --- ----- -
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Committee that there were in fact "numerous awc1rds anc.1 agreements 
which provide a spread of hours necessary to operate the industry 
successfully ." ( 94 ) 
The union also pointed out that already the market gardeners had 
an unqualified preference clause in their Order-in-Council without 
any of the problems about compulsory unionism being predicted by 
the government , and it expressed concern at clause 14 which allowed 
for the possibility of changing representation . 
The submission did not mention the Farm Workers ' Association 
at all , but requested that any organisation seeking to represent 
agricultural workers should be required to register under the 
Industrial Relations Act. 
The Federation of Labour supported the latter request of the 
Labourers' Union , and even went so far as to suggest that all 
the Orders-in-Council be cance l led . It registered "the strongest 
possible opposition to the introduction of the Bill '' (9~ ) for 
three reasons: 
1) that there was no justification for having a separate , 
self- c ontained system for fixing wages and conditions of 
employment for agricultural workers; 
2) that the draft bill did not in fact adequately protect the 
terms and conditions of employment for agricultural worke~s 
and 
3) that the Bill gave exclusive coverage to an association 
which was not even a registered industrial union under the 
Industrial Relations Act , and which (as the Fed9ration of 
Labour saw it ) had yet to prove itself capable of 
representing agricultural workers . 
The Federation opposed the i11troduction 0£ another specialised, 
but "unnecessary" tribunal, and it stressed that under the 
Industrial Relations Act , farmers coulJ require their workers 
to work more than 40 hours per wc2k , but that they must be prep~rcd 
to pay the workers overLime. The lhteshlng mill workers , 
agricultural contractors' employees, shearers, muslerers, drovers 
and packeLs, and nurserymen and gardeners , all already operated under 
the provisions of the Industrial Relations Act with no lhreals lo 
the eficient operations of the businesses concerned . They 
concluded that the government was "countenancing the use of 
cheap labour in our most important industry. " ( 96 ) 
The Select Committee was reminded by the Federation of Labour 
the system of unqualified preference clauses in awards c::tnd 
that 
agreements which so frightened the government, had been instituted. 
by a former National government in 1961. Despite this , notable 
by its absence was any protection against victimisation for non 
membership of a voluntary union , similar to clause 150 of the 
Induslrial Relations Act 1973 . The Federation was concerned that 
farm workers might benefit from negotiations carried out by the 
Farm Workers ' Association without ever joining the association or 
giving it financial support and described this situation as 
"allowing non-union members to free-ride on the efforts of their 
fellow workers who join and support the union which negotiates 
for them. " The special difficulties involved in organising rural 
workers , however , meant that any association would be destined to 
be completely ineffective in protecting the c onditions of employment 
of rural workers . (97 ) 
The N.Z . Workers ' Industrial Union of Workers ' submi sions detailed 
the history of representation for farm workers, pointing out that 
although the existing system of Orders-in-Council was unsatisfactory , 
the system proposed was no better. It included some news clippings 
as appendices to its submission, as evidence of ,;the whole, 
provocative altack" by the Farm Workers' Association on the 1973 
Labour govcrnmGnt Amendment Bill. ( 98) 
The last submission to be heard that day was that of the New Zealand 
Fruitgrowers' Industrial Union of Employers , in conjunction with the 
Employers Federation. While these bodies recognised that the bill 
was a "progressive move towards c:1 workable system of Industrial 
Relations for the fixing of wages and the conditions of employment 
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in the agricultural se:ctor where special circumstances prevail" (99), the two organisations had several reservations, criticisms and suggestions for improvement. In particular , they felt ~hat ''careful and full regard has to be given to the question of the boundary line be tween this Bill and the Industrial Relations Act 1973 . " (100) 
In addition to seeing a need to define a clear boundary between the two Acts, they were also concerned that employers should in turn have representative groups , and that this might "disenfranchise certain employer interest groups." (3) The power of the judge of the tribunal, and the lack of power of the Minister of Labour under the bill , were also causes for concern. Strongly emphasised in the submission was the feeling that the safety, health, and welfare provisions we~e inappropriate in such a bill , partly caused by the lack of time for employers ' groups to consult over these provisions , and partly by the lack of precedents for any such provisions within any industrial relations legislation. 
Whi le the joint submi s sion accepted the rationale of the bill as being the special relationship between farmer and employee, and the impracticability of "clock hours", it also pressed for an extension of the meaning of "agricultural workers" to include many other agricultural sector employees who were currently subject to the Industrial Relations Act, name ly flower growers, topdressing pilots, agricultural contractors , and pest destruction workers . 
Overall , however, the joint submission supported the bill, subject t o its amendments being included. 
The following week saw submis s ions mainly from employer groups, as well as the Farm Workers ' Association. Although this latter group presented a submission independently of the Federated Farmers, despite the ir collusion on the draft bill, the Select Conunittee t reated them as one, and insisted on representatives of the two groups appearing simultaneously. This was not appreciated by the Farm Workers 1 Association as there were several of its Poin ts which had been disregarded by Lhe Federated Farmers in earl ier co1u, ul tation s and a select commit-Lee hearing was an ide~ l place to air the differences of opinion. 
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The Farm Workers' Association Si.lb.mission supported the bulk of the 
bill, and described it as ''the result of a great deal of research, discussion and work .... involving compromise. Its reception in the farming industry will be completely dependent upon the trust 
individual farmers and workers place in those who have negotiated for them.'' (lOl) The submission also detailed some of the problems being experienced under the 1962 Agricultural Workers'Act, especially with the Order-in-Council system and its attendant discretionary 
power of the Minister of Labour, which they described as ''deteriora~ed in the situation of competing parties lobbying the Minister ..... . outdated and unfair to the Minister." (102) 
The Association, despite its criticisms of the N.Z. Workers' Union, conceded that the provisions of the bill were ''a fair recognition 
of the present situation. In each class of agricultural work, 
representation will be determined by the wishes of the workers 
themselves (1031 ..... under the new legislations, all workers' 
organisations will, for the first time, be able to function adequately. We believe all organisations, now that they are at last effective 
will enjoy an upsurge in worker support." (104) 
Federated Farmers supported
11
the creation of an industrial framework de signed to cater specifically for the requirements of the agricultural indust~y'' (lOS), along with the support of ·its member unions: the N.Z. Sheepowners' Industrial Union of Ernployers, the N.Z. Dairyfarmers Industrial Union of Employers and the N.Z. Agricultural and Related Farmers Industrial Union of Employers. The Federation described 
clause 32(3) as crucial, this being the clause where the Agricultural Tribunal and Conciliation Council are directed to formulate ''an 
industrial instrument to govern a particular class of work, having regard to the seasonal an<l climatic conditions, and of the particular characteristics of the work carried out by that class of worker.'' (106) 
De sp.ite the fact that the Federation had played a leading role in the drafting of the bill, it still had some amendrnenl.s to propose, 
although the bulk of the submission was largely congratulatory on an excellent piece of legislation. It too wished to clarify the boundaries between the dra.Et bill and the Industrial Relations Act, 
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and it too wished to withdraw the clause relating to Safety , 
uealth and Welfare (clause 49 ) and refer it to the industry for 
their comment and amendment. 'J1 hey referred to the " impractical " 
and"unreasonable" demands of farm employers with regard to the 
safety provisions and described the clause as a "novel feature of 
agricult~ral industrial legislation. " (107) 
In conclusion , however , the Federation were confident that the 
bill wou l d help "maintain the harmonious relationship which has 
traditionally existed between employer and employee in this 
industry " and also believed that the bill would provide the frame-
work for negotiating and settling wages and conditions of employ -
ment "with due recognition to the special features of the industry." (107A) 
The Federation presented a supplementary paper to the Committee , 
containing a redraft of clause 49 , the provisions for safety , 
health and welfare. This resulted from their concern that the 
lack of discussion prior to the bill on such provisions could 
lead to impractical provisions , and perhaps to some employer 
resistance. 
The N.Z. Tobacco Growers ' Federation, Inc fully supported the 
basic principles of the bill. Its major concerns were over the 
number of people on the proposed Conciliation Council; the 
interpretation of clause 35 (a) that the provisions dealing with 
time lost through the vagaries of the weather were to be removed 
from the current Order-in-Council and the anomaly of one penalty 
for offences under the Act , be it by a small one-man farm or an 
industrial enterprise. 
The V~~table and Produce Growers' Industrial Union of Em21.s?.Y~rs 
in conjunction with the~ B~rryfruit Growers'Fcderstion also 
supported the bill , with minor amendments. They wished the proposed 
Agricultural Tribunal to have power to declare ''that a class of 
work which has allegedly been within the scope of the Industrial 
Relations Act to be declared a class of work within the definition 
of the bill. '' (108) With respect to the Agricultural Tribunal , they 
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urged the Committee to ensure that persons nominated to the 
Tribunal would have a minimum of 2 years practical experience 
in the appropriate cl ass of work. They also wished to be able to 
have multiple employer groups r.epresenting a recognised class of 
work, and cited their own situation ''in which two industries act 
jointly in all employment and industrial matters." (109) They 
also wished to reduce the number on the Conciliation Council, and 
protested against the provision for backdating of awards. Finally, 
they expressed concern over restricting the employment of children, 
their industries being heavily dependent on youth labour. 
A brief submission from Mr Phara_zyn, farmer of Taihape, expressed 
concern at the safety, health and welfare clauses, especially the 
words "and other persons lawfully on his land or premises." The 
Accident Compensation Commission on the other hand, was entirely 
in agreement with those provisions and remarked that "the fact 
that our all important primary industries have not been covered 
to any extent by safety legislation up to now should not be 
regarded as a reason for justifying not taking this belated step 
now. " (110) 
The Departm~nt of Labour made a submission at the request of the 
Minister of Labour. The submission dealt purely with the coverage 
of fruit packing co-operatives, by either the Storemen and Packers' 
Union or the New Zealand Workers' Union, and recommended t:hat the 
government should leave the matter until the two unions had settled 
~heir own coverages. 
The final submission to the Committee was a list of suggested 
amendments and comments also from the Department of Labour. The 
Department J-~a<l analysed the other submissions and made suggestions 
regarding the feasibility of the proposed amendments . 
The Select Conunittee was a very businesslike group. The Labour 
Opposition were totally opposed to the concept and principle of the 
bill , but had decided to make their protest and then ''set about 
lrying to make the machinery of the Bill apply as best they could 
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to the workers' organisations. 11 (J.ll ) Their contribution and 
efforts were appreciated and at the reporti11g back of the Bill 
to the 1Iouse on 14 September 1977, the Chai~man, Mr Luxton made 
a point of thanking them: "The Opposition has voiced its objection to the principle behind the bill, but Opposition members of the 
Committee assisted greatly as the clauses in the Bill were 
examined, and I am very grateful for their assistance." (112) 
Several changes were made to the bill following the Select 
Committee hearings and deliberations, which is perhaps a little 
surprising in view of the comment made by the Chairman of the 
Labour Bills Committee that his role was partly to check that 
the legislation emerged from the Committee the same as it had 
appeared before the House. (113) He remarked that there were several cases where advice to Select Cornmi ttees went" too far." 
The chairman described the committee as "working very well " and 
commented that because of the small number of submissions, no 
members had got bored. He took his role very seriously and 
would check with the Minister of Labour the scheduled programme 
for the passage of the bill through the House. 
The first change made by the Select Committee was the effective 
date of the Act (which had been l September 1977). The definition of "agricultural worker" under the Act was amended in clause 2. 
This had been requested by the Farm Workers' Association , as they had felt that the previous definition of agricul~ural worker had not lined up with the classes of work of specified in the Schedule 
accompanying the Act. 
Three of the employer groups' submissions hn<l requested that clause 9 be illnendcd to allow classes of work currently under the 
jurisdiction of the Industrial Relations Act to become classes of work for the purpose of the bill. 'I.'he cornmi ttee responded by 
tightening the provisions, in the belief that the AgriculturRl 
Tribunal needed time to settle down before it could take any 
additional groups within its brief. 
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I Both the Employers Federation And the Federated Farmers wanted to allow for wider representation at any Tribunal hearings regarding r eperesentation of recognised agricultura l classes . This would allow the Employers ' Federation itself , or the Federation of Labour, as central organisations , to present cases to the Tribunal. The Committee agreed with this , and made the appropriate amendment t o cla use 1 0. 
That clause ll had caused some concern was evident in the Employers' Federation and the N.Z. Fruitgrowers ' Industrial Union o f Employers ' joint submission , and also in the joint submission of the N. Z. Vegetable and Producegrowers ' Industrial Union of Employers and the New Zealand Berryfruit Growers' Federation . Both groups were opposed to the c oncept of only one employers ' organisation representing t he interests of employers in any particular class of agricultural work. The Committee accepted their position and amended clause 12 and the First Schedule. 
Th e next clause c ommented on in submissions was clause 14. Four of t he nine submissions mentioned this clause , and suggested that it be cla rified , so that it would be clearly understood that the basis for comparing membership between two organisations which sought to r epresent the same agricultural class of workers , was to be membership in the class for which registration is held or sought. This was also acceded to by the Committee. Howeve r , the Committee also inserted a clause pointing out that registration of an organisation as the represen t ative of any particular agricultural class of workers or employers made that organisation subject to the jurisdiction of the Act . 
Three of the submissions from the employer groups wished to have spe lle d out the degree of agricultural experience that Tribunal members should have had but this was rejected on the grounds tha t it would resLrict t he nominating party's right of free choice . The three groups were more successful in having alterations made to cla use 21 . Several solutions were proposed by the three groups , but it was a Departme nt of Labour ame ndment which was u sed. 
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Four of the submissions (again, a.11 from employer groups) wished 
to see the numbers of nominated members of a conciliation council 
reduced from six each per employer and worker organisations. The committee amended the bill to provide for a minimum of four nominees, but allowed for occasional individual negotiations for six 
nominees. 
The two major employer groups were also concerned that the 
Tribunal should have the power to decline to make an award. The bill was amended accordingly, to bring it in line with the 
Section 88 of the Industrial Relations Act. 
The first amendment made following a submission from one of those who were opposed to the bill was that to clause 32. The Federation of Labour had criticised the original provision for permitting a variation in the terms of an award in individual cases, and also 
for envisaging different conditions of employment in different 
areas . This clause was also altered to bring it into line with 
the provisions of the Industrial Relations Act, Section 82(6). 
The employer groups were all opposed to the provision in clause 
34 for making awards retroactive, but this was only partially 
amended so that backdating could not go back further than the 
da te of expiry of the previous award. This was similar to the 
Industrial Relations Act's section 92(4). Clause 35 was one 
where the submissions of the employer groups were disregarded by the Se lect Committee. 
The Farm Workers' Association was concerned that in clause 38 
the provisions were not equal for employee and employer. This 
related to the right of representation to a personal grievance 
committee , and was conceded by the Committee. A new clause 38A wa s inserted following representations by both Farm Workers' 
As sociation and the Federation of Labour that there was no 
pr otection against victimisation in the bill. The provisions we re similar to those of the Industrial Relations Act, Section 150. 
The Department of Labour drew the Committee's attention to the 
f act that the bill had no provisions for a "limitation period " 
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of .12 months for penalty actions. The bill was amenc1~d in clause 
40 along the lines of Section .157 of the Industrial Relations Act. 
The whole of clause 41 was amended, following a criticism of the 
wording from the Employer's Federation. A redrafting of clause 41 
was supported by the Deparboe nt of Labour. Criticisms of clauses 
43 , 45 and 47 from the Farm Workers ' Assodiation were not taken up 
by the Committee. 
Clauses 51, 52 and 53 were described by the Department of Labour 
as more properly forming part of part IV than part VI of the Act 
and accordingly were moved to clauses 41 and 42. 
Clause 49, the provisions for the safety and health of workers, 
came in for a lot of criticism from the employer groups, the 
general feeling being that the practicalities of farming had not 
been taken into account in drafting this section, and that full 
consultation should be undertaken with interested parties before 
such a provision was enacted. The committee modified several 
of the sections and def ined the word "employer" to mean any 
person employing an agricultural worker. Federated Farmers, and 
an independent submission from a Taihape farrner , Mr PPG Pharazyn, both expressed dismay at the provision that an employer had to take precautions to ensure the safety of ''persons lawfully on his land or 
premises ." (114) This was subsequently deleted thus giving Mr 
Pharazyn the doubtful honour of being the only one whose submissio11 was entirely approved. 
Minor amendments were recommended (but not accepted) to clauses 
50 and 55. The first schedule of representation for employers 
and workers under the different classes of agricultural work , 
was amended foJ.lowing requests from the Farm Workers' Association , 
the Federated Farmers and Employers' Federation. 
5) Reporting back from Select Conun_i ttee 
'I'he draft b:=._11 was reported back from the Select Corn.rr.ittcc to 
the House on 14 September 1977. In presenting the report, the 
chairman of the Labour Dills Committee, M:c Luxton, surrimariscd 
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the amendments and thanked those who had ~ade submissions and/or 
appeared before the conunittce. Ile stated that all those who had 
wished to make personal representations to the committee had 
been able to do so. Mr Luxton also expressed his appreciation 
of the contribution made by the Opposition members of the House, 
who , having voiced their objections to the principle behind the 
bill, had then worked hard to make the bill feasible and workable. 
Mr Luxton summarised the Committee's amendments, which have 
already been detailed in this paper. Debate was interrupted, 
however , for the Prime Minister to move that urgency be accorded 
the second readings of five finance bills. 
The bill was read a second time on 29 September 1977. In moving 
the second reading, the Minister of Labour, Hon J.B. Gordon, 
described the existing structure for industrial relations in the 
agricultural sector as ''inadequate and clumsy, and ill-fitted to 
cope with conflicting viewpoints in todays farming world.'' (1) 
He described the system as "a source of dissatisfaction" and 
"duplication" of representation "which in itself causes "conflict 
r a ther than meaningful negotiation and settlement, and indeed 
advancement of agricultural workers." (115) 
Mr Gordon summarised both the intent of the bill, and the major 
clauses, and drew the attention of the !louse to the National party's 
commitmer.t in the 1975 manifesto to recognise the Farm Workers' 
Association. The Labour party declared i.ts to~al opposition to the 
bill . 
The debate became heated at times , and also beca1ne very personal. 
Topics discussed included the development of the Farm Workers' 
As sociation , the provisions for safety , health and welfare, and 
the fact that many of the provisions of the Industrial Relations 
Act were also included in the draft bill despite alleged opposition 
to farm workers' coming within the j,1risdiction of the Industrial 
R~lations Act. The N.Z. Workers • Union was ~~tacked by government 
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members and the Farm Workers' Association by opposition members. Much of the debate was along party lines, with considcr«J.ble abuse directed at the opposition for its ill-fated 1973 amendment bill. 
The third reading debate on 7 October 1977 was of little better quality than that during the second reading. The government members spoke heatedly against trade unions, while the opposition derided the help given by the government to establishing the Farm Workers' Association. The latter also pressed for the safety, health and welfare clauses to be reinstated as they had been before the select committee had amended them. 
The question of compulsory membership was discussed, with Sir Basil Arthur reminding the House that "the Farm Workers' Association itself advocated compulsory membership ...•. the evidence was put before the committee that all farm workers should be members of the Farm Workers' Association on a compulsory basis." (116) 
The bill was finally passed and the Act became effective on 1 November 1977. 
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Part D: Analysjs_of Lhc Agricultural Workers' Act 19 77 
J. ) ~h9_ Obj octj ves of the Act 
The objectives of any piece of legislation are best determined by the title of the Act, which in the case of the Agricultural Workers ' Act 197 7 reads : 
"An Act to provide for the· improvement of industric: l relations 
between agricu1t.ural workers and their employers, and to conso l idate and amend the law re~lting to the employment and the safety , health , welfare and accomrnodation of agricultural workers ." (117) The 
explanatory note on the Introductory Copy of the bill describes it further: "This bill repeals and replaces the Agricl..ltural Workers' Act 1962 , and creates a new system for the industrial representation of agri c ultural workers and their employers c:nd the settlement of disputes between them ." (118 ) 
The Act certainly achieved all of these objectives . By providing recognition of the Farm Workers ' Association as representative of 
three major categories of agricultural workers - dairy , sheep, and crop farn1 workers - the Act improved the system of indus~rial relations which had be.en in its inf sncy and needing some development . 'l'he provisions relating to safety , health and welfare of agricultural workers were al]_ new and also constituted a distinct improve::ucnt in the conditions of employment for farm workers . The antagonism of employers towards such provisions is evide11t in the submissions 
made by various employer groups to the Labour Bills Con@ittee. 
2) The Philosophy of the Government Act 
'1,he t.hinkiny of the government which lead to the introduction of the Act has been clearly acknowledged, particularly in the Nalional party 1975 Election Mdn.ifesto: "A National Gcvernment will taJ;:e steps to accord the Farm l'lorkcr:;' Associution full rights of 
representation of farm workers ." (110) It could be :;aid , however, that lhis was the official philosophy , and that at heart , the 
government agreed with lhose such as Federated Farmers and the Farm Worl:ers ' Associalion who asserted that there was no place for the 
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traditional sort of unionism in the agricultural sector. (120) 
Immediately there was conflict. 1 however, as for many years, the 
N.Z . Workers' Union had provided coverage for some agricultural 
workers , notably shearers and vineyard workers. Both these 
groups showed no difficulties in working with a basic but flexible 40-hour working week system, and compulsory membership of the 
union. Certainly at the time the Act was developed, the N.Z. 
Workers ' Union was attempting to remain involved with agricultural workers (121), and it seems that the government wished to avoid the problems caused by having two unions representing one group of 
workers . The-nineteen seventies industrial relations field had been marred by many demarcation disputes. The government did retain the possibility of transferring the right of representation of any 
group of workers from one union/association to another in section 14(1 ) (e), with strong pressure exerted here by the Department of Labour. 
3) The influence of Political Parties 
Undoubtedly both political parties had an influence on this piece of legislation, the Labour Party in 1973, and the National Party from 1975 to 1977. 
The Federation of Labour is formally aligned to the New Zealand 
Labour Party and many Labour Members of Parliament are former 
officials of trade unions. The Party is expected to express itself in favour of unions, and the move to bring agricultural workers within an existing trade union could scarcely have been unexpected, having been expressed in four previous party manifestos . 
The Farm Workers' Association, on the other hand had and still has ma ny sons of farmers in its membership, and farmers are ~raditionally members of the National party. Both the N.Z . Workers' Union and many press reports mentioned the attendance of farmers as welJ. as f a rm worl~crs at the inaugural meetings of the different Farm Workers' Associc1tions. The Association requested its members to lobby 1..:heir 
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local member of parliament, with such success that the National 
Party 's l975 manifesto carried the commitment that it would 
recognise the Farm Woekrs' Association. 
Such a link between party policy and legislation is seen as a vital 
ingredient of the New Zealand constitutions: 
"Legislative powers should be used only in accordance with government's 
party election platform ... electors choose not only between rival 
candidates but also between rival sets of policies ... the government 
party should honour its pledges, either that certain legislation 
will be passed or that certain legislation will not be passed.'' (122) 
4) The Influence of Pressure Groups 
Two organisations emerge as active and 2ffective pressure groups in 
the development of the Agricultural Workers Act 1977: Federated 
Farmers Inc. and the Farm Workers' Association. The latter group 
is particularly interesting as it was formed in opposition to the 
Labour Government's Amendment bill in 1973. 
It has already been stated that two National Party members of 
Parliament assisted in the protests against the 1973 Agricultural 
,~orkers ' Amendment Bill, and this indication of party support no 
doubt helped the Farm Workers' Association. The fact that the bill 
was not proceeded with is normally attributed to the farm \vorkers 
themse lves: "fee lings still rang high enough in 1974 to for:cc the 
Labour government to withdraw a bill introduced the previous year 
which would have the effect of bringing [farm workers] within the 
ambit of the Industrial Relations Act.' ' (123) Federated Farmers ' 
involvment in these protests has already been mentioned . 
Federated Farmers and the Farm Workers 1 Association contributed 
to the drafting of the 1977 bill, a bill which was clearly initiated 
by the Association's draft amendment to the Industrial Relations 
Act. There is no doubt that had the nssociation not pushed for 
action , no legislation would have been prepared. Federated Farmers 
admitted that with the National party as government, it felt secure 
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and in no need of action. ( 12 4 ) The Association pointed out that 
while it and the N.Z. Workers ' Union feuded over rights of 
representation , no new wage fixing Orders-in-Council were being 
negotiated and this could not fail to please the Federated Fa~mers. (125) 
The Association lobbied government members of parliament in several 
ways , using personal visits and open letters. The final acknowledge-
ment of the extent of the lobbying by the Farm Workers ' Association 
to the Minister of Labour was the Minister ' s comment that "over the 
past twelve months I have probably had more discussions with the 
secretary of the Farm Workers ' Association than any other person, 
with the possible exception of Sir Tom Skinner. '' (126) 
It is more difficult to analyse the extent of pressure which 
emanated from the Federated Farmers. Its members admit that 
they have close links with many government members as well as 
Ministers , and this gives them a great deal of access to the 
government. It was noticeable that many more of t11e suggestions in 
employers ' groups submissions to the select committee were adopted 
than from the workers ' groups . 
5) The Influence of Caucus 
The main influence that the Caucus seems to have had on the 
development of the 1977 Act was to have the pledge to recognise 
the Farm workers ' Association as the sole representative of farm 
workers included in the party's 1975 Election Manifesto. Few 
government members spoke during the debate in the House , and no 
difficulties were raised when the bill was briefly discussed in a 
Caucus Committee in mid July 1977. 
G) The Influence of Cabinet 
Cabinet too played a minor role in the development of the Act, 
moving through the formalities required for every bill wj_thout 
question. 
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7) The Role of the Department of Labour 
Initially the Department of Labour played little part in the 
development of the Ac t , and if the allegations made by the Farm 
Workers ' Association are true, the Department was in fa c t 
obstructive . (127 ) 
The achievements of the Department were definitely its success 
in having inserted those clauses comparable with the provisions 
of the Industrial Relations Act , and the provisions dealing with 
the safety, health and welfare of farm workers. This latter , 
in particular , was a major achievement, as no such provisions 
had ever been applicable to farm workers in the whole of New 
Zealand ' s history . 
The Parliamentary Counsel , Mr Williams , spoke of a committed 
involvement in the bill from the Department once the drafting was 
under way . (128 ) 
8) The Minister of Labour 
The Minister of Labour played a leading role in co-ordinating 
the bill and insisted on being kept well informed of progress by 
all parties. It would not be unfair to him to comment that he 
made little change to the content of the bill , except by 
recommendation from his Departme11t . The role of co-ordinating 
the bill through all its states from drafting to third reading 
in such a l imited space of time was a demanding one , and all 
interested parties spoke of a heavy involvement of the Minister 
in the bill. 
It was he who obtained the Priority I status for drafting ~he 
bill from Cabinet , and he who had the bill introduced as soon as 
Cabinet approval had been given. He was rela~ively impartial 
about the bill , as his speech opening the 1976 annual conference 
of the Association shows : "It has not. been easy up to now to 
specifically answer the approaches made from your executive .... '' (129) He pointed out to the Association the advantages and disadvantages 
-57-
of registering as a union under the Industrial Relations let, and this seems to have been the trigger that fired the Association into preparing its draft amendment to the Industrial Relations Act. 
9) The Select Committee 
The 1977 Labour Bills Cormnittee took its job of hearing submissions on the 1977 Agricultural Workers' Bill very seriously, with both sides of the House determined to achieve a workable act. The Chairman of the Cormnittee spoke highly of the work done by the Opposition members of the Cormnittee. 
The Cormnittee made many changes to the draft bill, which is a little surprising in view of Hr Luxton's statement that "the bill should return to the House the same as it was when introduced." (130) It is noteworthy however, that it was the suggestions of the employer groups that were followed most closely by the Committee. The Farm Workers' Association was a little disturbed that it w~s scheduled to appear before the Committee in conjunction with the Federated Farmers, as there had been points of dissension which it wish to outline to the Select Committee. (131) Mr Rennie went on to say that the Association considered that the Act still contains defects on the accormnodation and housing clauses, which the Select Committee had power to remove from the Bill. 
This apparent assumption by the Select Cormnittee that the Farm Workers' Association completely concurred with the bill as drafted does detract a little from its credibility. However, the committee is generally thought to have done a good job, and certainly the analysis of the submissions shows that it utilized the suggestions profitably. 
10) Parliament 
As the final point of discussion for any legislation, Parliament could be expected to have considerable influence on its content. At the least, it provides the forum for debate; at best, it may encourage some amendment to legislation. 
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The quality of debate on the Agricultural Workers' Bill was poor with only six speakers throughout all the debates not having been fr om members of the Select Commit-Lee. (The split was four opposition and two government members.) Much of the debate concerned the 1973 attempt by the previous Labour government to introduce their Amendment bill. The government members attacked, with the Opposition accepting the abuse. Speeches from 1973 debate which could have been thrown back at the government, such as the following one by Mr Gair, were ignored: 
"If the country were widely depressed, if conditions and wages were bad, and if there were unemployment, [the atte:rr.pt to place agricultural workers under the jurisdiction of the Industrial Rela tions Act] might be understandable, but in the present circum-stances they are not. It is not a question of labour being in oversupply, labour is short. 11 (132) 
No changes to the legislation resulted from any of the debate in Par liament. 
11 ) Conclusions 
The major influences on the development of the bill came from the Farm Workers' Association, the Federatetl Farmers and the Department of Labour, in that order. That there were other inf luences is not debated, but the extent of their inflnences is limited. 
It is interesting -Lo read some of the views of people not involved essentially in the development of the Act. One believes that the Act was unnecessary to give recognition to the Farm \Jorkers' Association. D L Muthieson, a Queen 1 s Counsel, writes t11at "the wages and conditions of agricultural workers remain outside the ambit of the Industrial Relations Act 1973 1 even a]~hough that Act contains no expresc provision preventing the obtainj_ng of un award in respect of agricultural workers or preventing a union from utilising section 65." ( 133) 
Judith Reid, writing in the N.Z. Universi-Li2s Law Review, ref rs to the problems of preference clauses. She describe:; tlie .M~socia tion 
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as having grown ''to a great extent out of opposition to industrial 
unionism, the forty hour week and preference.'' (134) She later adds 
that "unions in New Zealand have a tendency to ride on the backs 
of [preference clauses), denying both their revenue and their 
bargaining positions from it ...... A perplexing shadow of preference 
has crept into the Act ...... section 41 provides that it is an 
offence for unions and employers to exert "undue influence" on a 
worker to join a union ... there is a proviso which allows 
employers to make memb8rship a condition of employment where a 
lawful preference arrangement exists .'' (135) Mrs Reid points 
out that these sections exist, without any particular clarification, 
and she asks many questions which do not yet seem to have been 
answered. 
A further point, should he taken as an extension of Mrs Reid 's 
surprise at the inclusion of the preference clauses, which are 
directly comparable with Section 146 of the Industrial Relations 
Act 1973. Many of the clauses of that Act have in fact been 
deliberately included in the Agricultural Workers' Act 1977, in 
direct contrast to a government which was formerly totally opposed 
to agricultural workers coming under the jurisdiction of that Act, 
and especially its provisions for unqualified preference clauses. 
During the debate, Mr Wetere conunents that "all the amendments in 
the legislation are contained in the Industrial Relations Act 1973, 
and I suggest that the government's only justification is that, 
because the Labour Government did something in 1973, the National 
Party saw fit to introduce this policy into its manifesto. But 
why did it not do that before l973, when it had been in power 
for the last seventeen years? ..... the Minister says there was no 
Association. " (l36) It must be remembered that the essence of the 
Industrial Relations Act had been prepared by the National party 
when it was government and that some of the more stringent 
provisions had been tempered by the subsequent labour government. 
12 ) And after the Act was passed? 
Early in 1978 the N.Z. Workers' Union successfully completed 
negotiation of the first award under the new Act. In July the 
Agricultural Tribunal issued its first awards for the Farm Workers' 
Association after a contested hearing. It was g0neraJ.ly recognised 
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that for the first time in more than twentyfive years, reasonable award wages had been set. (l37) 
Nor has it been disputed that the voluntary membership stand of the Association has created problems for the Association. Mrs Reid quotes that "recent press reports bear out the assertion that the Association is under-financed; as a result it may not be able to fully sustain a union role.'' (138) The Association did not deny this, and in fact it was widely expected th~t the Association would wind up at its annual conference in 1980, much to the perturbation of the Federated Farmers. (139) The Federated Farmers were sure that the N.Z. Workers' Union had been waiting for such an outcome for some time. (140) The Annual General Meeting was a lively one which evidenced a strong upsurge of interest in the Association and saw a vote of 34-4 that the Association should continue and undertake a new membership drive. Discussions with the general secretary of the Union, on the other hand reveal that there is now a degree of co-operation between the two groups which would gladden Mr Faulkner's heart. (141) Mr Duggan feels that unless it gains some element of compulsory membership, the Farm Workers' ~ssociation must surely fold. At the same time, he feels some sympathy for them and what they are trying to achieve. He has already been invited to address two different branches of the Farm Workers' Association and has several time£ been consulted on union-type negotiations by the Associa~ion. (142) 
The suggestions regarding compulsory membership of the Association have been followed. Mr Luxton alluded to the possibility of an unqualified preference clause for the Association and the Association i tse lf is considering using a form of membership by default - that is if the person does not return a notice declining membership, he/she automatically becomes a member of the Association . The effect of this will be very similar to the Industrial Relations Act 1973 and the Labour Oovernrnent 's 1973 Amendment bill. 
The evolution of this bill was a rather unusua l process, as it was tl1e introduction of legislation in 1973 which caused the development of the Farm Workers' Association,which in turn lead to Lhe introduction of new, very different legislation in 1977. The bill was primarily 
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the result of the activities of two pressure groups, but it includes useful input from a government department. Many of its provisions, however, are taken straight from the Industrial Relations Act 1973, which had been the original focus of the opposition to the bill. One is reminded of the adage "does a rose by any other n.J.rnc smell as sweet?" 
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Part E: Appendices. 
Appendix 1 
FOOTNOTES 
o. Title to the Agricultural Workers' Act 1977 
Part A: 
r 1. Hon W.C. Walker, Parliamentary Debates (P.D.) Vol. CIV p 235 2. Hon Mr Bowen, D., Vol. CIV, p 235 
3. Mr Flatman, P.D. Val 139 p 819 
4 . F.V. Frazer, Judge of Arbitration Court, Books of Awards 1925, Vol 25 p 771. 
5 . Hon Mr Fagan, Leader of Council, P.D. Vol 247 p 108 6 . Hon Mr Armstrong, Minister of Labour, PD Vol 246 p674 7. Hon Mr Waite, PD Vol 247 p 110 
8. The non government parties involved in discussions on the draft 1962 bill were: 
N.Z. Employers' Federation 
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Raspberry Marketing Committee 
N.Z. Fruitgrowers' Federation 
Federated Farmers (I nc .) 
N.Z. Tobacco Growers' Federation 
N.Z. Workers' Union 
N.Z. Federation of Labour 
N.Z. Labourers' Union 
N.Z. Timber workers' Union N.Z. Vegetable and Produce Growers' Federation 
N.Z. Sawmillers' Federation 
9. See list under footnote 8 
10. Hon W.A. Fox, PD Vol 332 p 2431 
11. Hon T.P. Shand, ibid, p 1938 
12 . Mr Carter, ibid, p 2446 
13. Mr Cooksley, idib, p 2433-4 
14 . Mr Riddiford, ibid p 2443 
15. !Ion Mr Fox, ibid, p 2431 
16 . Mr Whitehead, ibid, p 2438 
17. Although it happened later than the period currently under discussion a good example of the problems comes from the N.Z. Fruitgrowers' Industrial Union of Employers. In their submission to the Labour Bills Committee 1977, they described the Order -in-Council system as "mosL cumbersome. The Market 
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Gardens Order 1976 (S.n. 1976/201) was finally gazetted a month after it was due to cxpir.e." 
In 1973, seven months after empl oyers and workers had agreed on an Order-in-Council for orchard a nd vineyard workers it was still being held by the Minister of Labour and not gazetted. 
18. Susbrnission of Farm Workers' Association to Labour Bills Committee 1977, p 1-2. 
19. A.P. I3lair, Judge of Arbitration Court, Books of Awards, 1972 part iv, p 3492 
20. 1972 N.Z. Labour Party Election Manifesto, p 27. Part B: 
21. Hon II Watt, Minister of Labour, PD Vol 385 p 3562 22. Mr Luxton, ibid p 3571 
23. These will be discussed during the analysis of submissions to the Select Cormni ttee. 
24. This secession had the consent of the N.Z. Workers' Union. Share-milkers already had the unqualified preference clause (for compulsory membership) but due to their scattered locations throughout N.Z., they were an expensive membership to service. 
25 . Submission of N.Z. Workers' Union to Labour Bills Committee 1977 p 2. 
26 . Hearing dates were 24, 30, and 31 October, 6, 7 and 14 November 1973. 
27 . Submission of N.Z. Fruitgrowers Industrial Union of Employers to Labour Bills Commit-tee 1973 p 3. 28 . Submission of a Farm Workers' Association to Labour Bills Committee 1973 p 2. 
29 . Sul.nnission of Mid and North Canterbury Farm Worke:cs' Committee to Labour Bills Conunittee 1973 p 1. 30 . Submi s sion of Rural Management Association to Labour Bills Committee 1973 p 3. 
31. Submission of N. Z. Labourers and Related Trades Industrial Union of Workers to Labour Bills Committee 1973 p 4. 32. Submission of N.Z. Dairy Farnrers Industrial Union of Employers to Labour Bills Conunittee 1973 p 5 33. Submission of Federated Farmers Inc. to Labour Bills Committee 1973 p 1. 
34 . Subnd s s ion of Auckland Young Fc1rmers Club to Labour Bills Committee, 1973 p 3-6. 
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36. Submission of Waj_ka tc Federated Farmers {Cadet Scheme) of Labour Dills Co~nittee 1973 p 2-4 
37 . Submission of N. Z. Da iry Board to Labour Bills Committee 1 97 3 p 1-40. 
38. Submission of N.Z. Workers ' Union to Labour Bills Commit.tee 19 73 pl . 
39. Submission o f N. Z. Federation of Labour to Labour Bills Committee 1973 p 2 
40 . ibid p 6 
41 . Submission of Wanga nui and Ta ranaki Fa rm Workers ' Association to Labour Bills Committee 1973, pl. 
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44 . Submission of Young Christia n Workers 1 Movement to La bour Bil J s Commit~ee p 1. 
45. Report of Labour Committee 1973 (I 4 ) p 2 . 46 . Mrs Helicich , PD Vo l 411 p 70 . 
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53 . 
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Appendix 2 
!'1embership of Labour Bills Committee 
1973 
1977 
Hon Mr N.V. Douglas (Chairman) 
Mr Isbey 
Mr Reweti 
Mrs Jelicich 
Mr Colman (replaced Hon Mr Watt) 
Mr Mayson 
Mr Holland 
Mr Luxton 
Hon Mr Thomson 
Mr Young 
Mr Luxton (Chairman) 
Mr Couch 
Mr Elliott 
Hon Mr Gordon 
Mr la Varis 
Mr Malcolm 
Hon Mr Faulkner 
Mr Isbcy 
Mr Wetere 
Sir Basil Arthur 
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App_endix 3 
Submissions to Select Conunittee on Agricult~ral Workers' Amendment Bill 1973. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9 • 
10. 
lOA. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
Rural Management Association 
Mr A.D. Searle , Chairman Mid and North Canterbury Farm Workers. Mr K Burridge, Farm Workers Association 
N. Z. Fruitgrowers' Industrial Union of Employers N.Z. Tobacco Growers'Federation 
N.Z. Labourers' Union 
Waikato Federated Farmers (Cadet Scheme) 
South Auckland Young Farmers' Club 
Federated Farmers of N.Z. 
N. Z. Dairy F'anners' Industrial Union of Employers Survey, Additional. paper called from N.Z. Dairy Farmc~s. N.Z. Sheepowners' Industrial Union of Employers. N.Z. Agricultural and Related Farmers' Industrial Union of Employers. 
N.Z. Workers'Union 
B.B. Shaw and others, Wast Otago 
West Otago Farm Workers. 
West Otago Farm Workers. 
Additional paper called from N.Z. Tobacco Growers'Federation. Federation of Labour 
Mr J May, Wanganui and Taranaki Farm Workers 1 Association. N.Z. Vegetable and Produce Growers' Federation. Young Christian Workers. 
West Otago Federated Farmers. 
G.R. Harris and others, Waitahuna (Married Couples). R.K. Jones, Mangamuku. 
N.Z. Sheep and Cattlemens' Association. 
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Appendix 4 
Submissions to Select Crnnrnjttce (La bour Bills) on Agricultural Workers Dill 1977. 
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5. N.Z. Workers' Industrial Union of Workers 6. N.Z. Federation of Labour 
7. Federated FArmers of New Zealand (Inc.) 8. N.Z. Vegetable and Produce Growers' Industrial Union of Employers and N.Z. Berryfruit Growers 1 Federation Inc. 9. P.P.G. Pharazyn, Farmer. 
10. Department of Labour 
11. List of amendments suggested by Submissions. 12. Accident Compensation Conunission. 13 . Supplementary Submission from Federated Farmers on Clause 49. 
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